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OUR COMMITMENT TO SUSTAINABILITY | ESA helps a variety of
public and private sector clients plan and prepare for climate change and
emerging regulations that limit GHG emissions. ESA is a registered
assessor with the California Climate Action Registry, a Climate Leader,
and founding reporter for the Climate Registry. ESA is also a corporate
member of the U.S. Green Building Council and the Business Council on
Climate Change (BC3). Internally, ESA has adopted a Sustainability Vision
and Policy Statement and a plan to reduce waste and energy within our
operations. This document was produced using recycled paper.
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CHAPTER 1
Introduction

The Grenada Irrigation District (GID) is a special district that owns and operates four parcels,
including a point of diversion, a lift station. GID provides water to over 60 users who irrigate up
to 1,477 acres within the 4,144-acre district boundary. The GID service area boundary is
approximately two to three miles west of the Shasta River. GID has considered numerous
strategies to reduce the volume of water diverted from the Shasta River based on enhancing flow
conditions during life stage needs for coho salmon while still meeting the irrigation demands of
its district users. Investigations show delivery inefficiency in GID's main canal is significant
when diverting. During wet years, GID is typically not curtailed during the latter part of the
summer and would continue to be allowed to divert.

Currently, due to GID's low priority water right, diversion volume is often curtailed or turned off
by mid-August during normal and drier years to meet irrigation demand for higher priority and
riparian water rights downstream. Approximately 70 cfs must be by-passed to higher priority or
riparian rights downstream or GID is curtailed. GID and one other small diversion located
approximately 10 river miles downstream are typically the only diversions curtailed on the Shasta
River below Big Springs during normal water years. Curtailment is during the low flow period of
the summer, after June 15. curtailment is overseen by the Scott-Shasta Watermaster Service who
has authority to implement the Shasta River decree as directed by Siskiyou County Superior
Court. In order to meet the enhancement of flows for Coho Salmon in Shasta River, GID is
proposing to reduce the loss of water, and thus increase the efficiency of delivering water
diverted, in its irrigation conveyance system by constructing a pipeline from the diversion point at
the Shasta River pumphouse to connect directly with the pumphouse at Old Highway (Hwy) 99
and Pumphouse Road (proposed project).

As lead agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), GID has prepared this
Draft Initial Study (IS) and Notice of Intent (NOI) to adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration
(MND) to address the environmental consequences of the construction and operation of the
proposed project. This document includes the:

e IS with completed Environmental Checklist (consistent with Appendix G of the CEQA
Guidelines); and,

e Proposed Notice of Intent (NOI) to adopt a MND to satisfy CEQA requirements.
This document will be available for public comment from February 24, 2021 to March 26, 2021

at the Siskiyou County Library 719 Fourth Street, Yreka, CA 96097 Monday through Friday from
9 a.m. to 5 p.m. Following completion of the required public comment period, and before
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1. Introduction

approving the proposed project, GID will consider the MND together with any comments
provided during the public comment period and will adopt the MND if, based on the whole of the
record: (1) there is no substantial evidence that the proposed project will have a significant effect
on the environment; and (2) that it represents GID’s independent judgement and analysis.
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CHAPTER 2

Project Description

2.1 Introduction

The Grenada Irrigation District (GID) is a special district that owns and operates four parcels,
including a point of diversion, a lift station. GID provides water to over 60 users who irrigate up
to 1,477 acres within the 4,144-acre district boundary. The GID service area boundary is
approximately two to three miles west of the Shasta River. Demand for water from GID users
varies significantly based on agricultural production economic value of crop(s) in comparison to
irrigation fees. Certainty based on water year types (e.g., wet, dry, etc.) also factors into water
users’ decisions on purchasing water. GID has a large water right allowing the irrigation district
to divert up to 40 cubic feet per second (cfs) from the Shasta River. GID maintains 9.9 miles of
an open irrigation ditch that conveys water to users.

The total length of canal from GID's pumping station at the Shasta River to the pump station near
Old Highway 99 on Pumphouse Rd is 5.3 miles. GID's conveyance efficiency is more variable on
GID’s main canal than other canals and ditches in the Shasta Valley. GID conveyance efficiency
is more dependent on the percentage of water diverted and quality of irrigation ditch maintenance
as GID's main irrigation ditch contours along the toe of rocky hill slopes in unconsolidated
volcanic soils and rock formations for approximately 3.5 miles. A considerable amount of water
transmission loss occurs along GID’s irrigation ditch. The greater the volume of water diverted,
the more the conveyance loss increases. In addition to higher water diversions, excessive aquatic
vegetation in the irrigation ditch results in increased transmission losses where up to 38% of the
water diverted from the Shasta River is lost during transmission when 35 to 40 cfs is being
diverted (Davids Engineering, 2006). The proposed GID pipeline project (proposed project)
presented in this Initial Study would decrease the losses of water by installing a pipeline from the
point of diversion on the Shasta River to the on-district pump station on Pumphouse Road.

2.2 Project Location

GID is located in central Siskiyou County, with facilities located to the west and east of Interstate 5
(1-5). The proposed project area includes two of GID’s parcels located near the Shasta River that
include existing intake and pumping infrastructure. The two GID parcels are surrounded by
property owned by Outpost North Annex, LLC, and operated by Belcampo Farms which is
generally used as livestock rangeland and pasture production. GID’s open irrigation ditch
currently travels the contour of foothills flowing south/southwest of the diversion pump station on
the Shasta River and then east, crossing under 1-5, then traverses north again to irrigation district
west of 1-5. The proposed project area includes the GID service area, parcels, pump stations,
existing open irrigation ditch, and proposed project pipeline alignment as shown on Figure 1.
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2. Project Description

2.3 Project Objectives

The objectives of the proposed project are to: (1) decrease losses of water in GID’s irrigation;
(2) decrease the diversion amounts during the year to benefit coho salmon; (3) increase the
amount of water flow in the Shasta River for salmonids; and, (4) obtain coverage for future
operations and maintenance of GID’s facilities under the Safe Harbor Agreement for the Shasta
Watershed Conservation Group.

2.4 Project Description

The proposed project would construct a buried pipeline from GID’s existing diversion pump
station from the Shasta River to GID's on-district pump station near Pumphouse Rd west of Old
Hwy 99. The pipeline would mostly be installed on property owned by Outpost North Annex,
LLC from the GID pumping station at the Shasta River to the discharge site west of Old
Highway 99. The pipeline alignment and associated staging areas and width of construction on
either side of the pipeline alignment described in the following section comprise the proposed
project site. The buried pipeline would be a 36-inch PVC pipe with a minimum burial target
depth of 30-inches below ground surface. East of I-5 the pipeline would either generally follow
the access road to the GID pump station or the existing electrical transmission line going to the
GID pump station. The pipeline grade and depth would follow the elevation of the terrain with
efforts to maintain constant grade to reduce the number of air vents and drains. The pipeline
would be designed to carry a maximum water flow of 24 cfs to the existing pump station near Old
Highway 99.

Based on pump curve capability, up to 24 cfs can be delivered to GID Upper Ditch or divided
between the Upper and Lower Ditches (Lower Ditch is the continued extension of the GID's Main
Canal), dependent upon irrigation demand and rotation frequency. The Upper and Lower ditches
are approximately 700 feet apart from the existing pump station on Pumphouse Road. The
proposed 36-inch pipeline would continue to the Upper Ditch where a divider box would allow
operators to split the water and deliver the to meet irrigation demands. Approximately 700 feet of
18-inch pipe would be placed next to the 36-inch pipe between the upper and lower ditches,
allowing flow to return to the lower ditch. The proposed project is a water conservation project
that is expected to conserve approximately 1,100 acre feet annually. The conserved water would
remain in the Shasta River to benefit in stream conditions, mostly during the spring and early
summer. GID has worked with the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) —
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW) to develop a diversion schedule that is beneficial to threatened coho salmon and
steelhead as well as chinook salmon compared to current diversion operations.

2.5 Construction Activities

Construction of the proposed project would install roughly 17,500 feet of 36-inch diameter PVC
pipeline to be used to deliver water to GID service area in lieu of the existing earthen ditch. The
proposed alignment was chosen to avoid impact to pastures and/or wetlands. The proposed

pipeline would primarily be installed using excavators to trench and backfill the pipeline, except
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2. Project Description

at the I-5 crossing and at Old Hwy 99 crossing where the pipeline would require jack and bore
techniques. The construction chronology assumes approval to seek funding from Outpost North
Annex, LLC has been granted and terms of a construction and maintenance agreement and
easement have been agreed upon. Construction methods are described in more detail below.

Staking

Prior to construction the proposed pipeline would be staked to verify the pipeline alignment per
design. Staking is temporary and line stakes are often disturbed by livestock. Staking would take
place commensurate with construction pace to allow ranching operations not immediately
adjacent to construction to continue. Generally, construction staking would not occur more than
2,000 feet ahead of the location of construction activities.

Staging

Construction staging areas would be required for storage of pipe, PVC angle joints, vents and
related components used to construct the proposed project. GID proposes to have staging areas
along the pipeline route at the following pipeline footage locations starting at the diversion pump
station parcel near the Shasta River at the zero-foot location and proceeding west as shown on
Figure 2. No development is proposed for these staging areas.

Access

GID would generally maintain the existing access road to the pump station near the Shasta River
that was improved when the GID fish passage and screening project occurred in 2012-2013. GID
would seek to also use several lateral roads on Outpost North Annex, LLC currently used by GID
to access the existing irrigation ditch for maintenance. The lateral roads would be improved by
shaping and adding road base to ensure access during winter or wet conditions at locations where
the proposed pipeline would cross lateral roads. In this case, lateral roads would be improved
both for construction access and for maintenance access. Rather than developing roads where the
pipeline transects rangeland (and no access exists), the proposed pipeline would be installed using
overland drops from a telescoping handler and avoiding heavy travel along the pipeline route.
After construction, overland vehicles such as pickup trucks or all-terrain vehicles would access
the full length of the pipeline for maintenance to observe for leaks and other issues, as needed,
during construction and post-construction pressure testing.

Construction Methodology

Construction of the proposed project would require the following equipment: two excavators, a
dozer, rock screen, pipe trailer(s), a skip loader, and a telescoping handler. One excavator would
excavate and install pipe while the second excavator would backfill the pipe using a rock screen
that is placed over the installed pipe in the trench to improve backfill material (also called shading
or shade). All equipment would be verified as cleaned and washed according to United State
Forest Service equipment weed washing standards prior to arrival. The excavated trench for the
pipeline would be five feet wide at the base and up to 10 feet wide at ground surface. Excavated
soil would be placed within two to three feet from the edge of the trench and used for backfilling
the trench. Top soil would be placed outside (separately) from the remainder of the material. The
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2. Project Description

width of the excavated soil pile would be approximately 12 — 14 feet wide. The resulting width of
construction would be approximately 15 — 25 feet wide. Vehicle access and placement of pipe
with tele-handler would expand the width of the construction activities along the pipeline
alignment to approximately 40 — 50 feet.

Survey equipment would be used to maintain design grade, alignment, and backfill depth. Soil
excavated from trenches during construction would be deposited on the side of the excavated
trench. Pipe lengths would be installed as soon as the trench is excavated to a point the pipe
length could be added.

The second excavator would backfill the installed pipe with the stored excavated soil. When the
soil does not meet backfill specifications, the backfill soil would be passed through the rock
screen allowing finer soils to sufficiently shade the pipe while oversized material and rock would
be added to the trench after sufficient cover with screened material. Lastly, top soil would be
placed back at the surface layer to maintain and promote vegetation. Per the design, the western
most 700 feet would also include an 18-inch diameter pipe that can deliver water back to the
lower ditch, if needed during operation. It is anticipated that the 18-inch pipeline that connects
GID's upper and lower ditches would be installed separately and not placed in the same trench as
the 36-inch delivery pipe because they would be about 12 to 14 feet apart.

Depending upon topography and grade, air vents may be necessary. Air vents can be placed
below soil surface elevation if desired by the landowner. A fabricated box and the vent covers can
keep the air vent below ground but maintainable and accessible for observation. Above ground
air-vents could also be constructed where designate to best serve maintenance needs. Above
ground air-vents would be protected from livestock and wildlife by using a protective cover.
Once backfilled, the site would be re-graded and smoothed using a skip loader to match the
existing topography. The disturbed area would be reseeded with a selected seed mix to match
existing groundcover and mulched.

Construction methods used to install pipeline under I-5 and Old Hwy 99 would use jack and bore
equipment. The 36-inch pipe material would switch from PVC to butt-fusion high-density
polyethylene resin (HDPE) pipe. The 36-inch inch HDPE pipe would be encased within a 48-inch
steel well casing pipe while under the crossings. Related to implementation methods, a pit would
be installed to the installation depth of 15 feet below ground surface on both sides of the boring
sites. Once excavated, a solid floor would be constructed out of base rock and/or concrete.

A large thrust block would be constructed on the back wall where the jack and bore machine
would be placed. Once the jack and bore machine is installed, drilling would commence with the
excess drilled soil removed to adjacent staging areas and likely used as pipe shading backfill
where needed. The pipeline trench would be excavated from the installation pit back approximately
120 to 160 feet to guide the HDPE pipe into the 48-inch metal well casing pipe.

As soil is removed and taken to staging areas, sections of the 48-inch well casing would be installed
and pushed into the excavated bore and welded together. When the boring is completed with the
exterior casing pipe, the interior HDPE pipe would slide through the well casing where it would
be connected to PVVC pipe using a compression conversion coupler on either end. Caps would be

Grenada Irrigation District Pipeline Project 2-6 ESA /D191303
I1S//Notice of Intent to Adopt an MND February 2021



2. Project Description

added to either end and pressurized grout would be injected into the interstitial space that exists
between the two pipes. Materials and equipment would be removed and the excavated pits would
be refilled and topsoil would be added at the end of the process to match the existing condition.

Construction Schedule

Construction of the proposed project would last approximately 10 months, with a majority of the
work occurring over a three- to four-month period during the late summer and fall. The intention
of the project schedule is to start with boring and jacking sites since those applications are most
difficult. Open trenching would occur after boring.

Depending on the start date, there may be a period of no work during irrigation season and/or
delays to avoid conflict with ranching operations. During the irrigation season, the water table can
be elevated to within 5 to 6 feet from the below ground surface, especially west of 1-5. Construction
timing can vary based on region or section of construction for this project. Construction west of 1-5
would occur during non-irrigation season to not interrupt irrigation season and when the water table
is lower (i.e., the non-irrigation season). Construction west of I-5 would occur during late fall.
Construction east of 1-5 would generally occur throughout the year except for tying into the existing
pump station and potential interference with Belcampo Farms operation. Construction is estimated
to occur from 2020 to 2021.

2.6 Operation and Maintenance

Operation

Operation of the proposed project would reduce the volume of water diverted from the Shasta
River to a maximum flow capacity within the proposed pipeline at 24 cfs. Currently there are no
limitations that prevent GID from diverting up to 40 cfs during the spring through mid-summer,
so the proposed flow schedule would reduce the volume of water diverted to be 16 cfs less than
allowed and roughly 5 cfs less than current operations. The proposed project would result in
changes to diversion schedules based on salmonid life stages and water year types, as shown in
Tables 2-1 and 2-2. The proposed project pump station operational diversion schedules would be
initiated once the proposed pipeline is in operation as shown below.

TABLE 2-1
DIVERSION VOLUME SCHEDULE — NORMAL AND DRIER YEARS
Current Proposed Conserved Water

Date Salmonid Life Stage Diversion Diversion Volume (acre-feet [AF])
4/01-4/9 (9 days) Juvenile 30 cfs Ocfs 535 AF
4/10-5/20 (39 days) Juvenile 30 cfs 24 cfs 464 AF
5/21-8/15 (86 days) Over-summering 24 cfs 24 cfs* 00 AF

8/16-9/6 (22 days) Over-summering 0-15 cfs 0-15* 00 AF

9/7-9/30 (23 days) Over-summering 21 cfs 18 cfs* 137 AF
Average Annual Volume Conserved 1,136 AF

NOTE:
* Schedule does not consider limitations of diversion caused by decree, priority and water master service.
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2. Project Description

TABLE 2-2
DIVERSION VOLUME SCHEDULE — WET YEARS
Current Proposed Conserved Water

Date Salmonid Life Stage Diversion Diversion Volume (acre-feet [AF])
4/01-4/9 (9 days) Juvenile 30 cfs Ocfs 535 AF
4/10-5/20 (39 days) Juvenile 30 cfs 24 cfs 464 AF
5/21-8/15 (86 days) Over-summering 24 cfs 24 cfs* 00 AF

8/16-9/6 (22 days) Over-summering 24 cfs 24 cfs* 00 AF

9/7-9/30 (23 days) Over-summering 24 cfs 18 cfs 274 AF
Average Annual Volume Conserved 1,273 AF

NOTE:
* Schedule does not consider limitations of diversion caused by decree, priority and water master service.

Maintenance

Post-construction maintenance and repair activities would be on a routine inspection schedule on
an as-needed basis. Access for maintenance would be needed to conduct routine observation of
the pipeline and components as well as conduct routine maintenance and repair. Access for
maintenance would include using existing roads and lateral roads to access the pipeline alignment
area to be inspected and maintained. Maintenance activities would include routine observation of
the pipeline including checking function of air vents and using monitoring equipment (pressure
gages). While the proposed project would be designed to operate during inclement weather and
protected from livestock uses, continued observation would be required for preventative
maintenance or repair prior to significant damage. The following access and maintenance
activities would be implemented:

Routine observation and maintenance:
e Travel pipeline at least monthly to observe and look for potential issues to address

e Access pipeline to operate drain valves before and after irrigation season

Preventative Maintenance/Repair:

e Weed abatement: In coordination with Outpost North Annex, LLC, GID would implement a
weed control program to limit growth of weeds equal to pre-construction conditions. GID
commits to a long term effort to control noxious weeds along the access road and pipeline as
a result of the proposed project.

e Repair of pipeline or damaged components of the pipeline that could require excavation and
use of heavy equipment.
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CHAPTER 3

Initial Study

1. Project Title: Pipeline Project
2. Lead Agency Name and Address: Grenada Irrigation District
3. Contact Person and Phone Number:  Gary Black
(530) 598-5800
4. Project Location: Community of Grenada, Unincorporated
Siskiyou County
5. Project Sponsor’s Name and Grenada Irrigation District
Address: 506 3rd Street
Yreka, CA 96097
6. General Plan Designation(s): Non-Prime Agricultural District
7. Zoning: AG-2

8. Description of Project:

Construction and installation of a 36” pipeline from GID’s existing diversion pump station at the
Shasta River to GID's pump station near Pumphouse Rd west of Old Highway 99

9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting.

GID is located in central Siskiyou County, California. The project area is agricultural lands and
rural residential

10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or
participation agreement.)

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 permit

North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board Section 401 Water Quality Certification and
National Pollutant Discharge and Elimination System Construction General Permits

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Section 1600 Streambed Alteration Agreement Permit

11. Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with
the project area requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code
section 21080.3.17 If so, has consultation begun?

GID has not received request by local tribes to be formally consulted of projects pursuant to PRC
Section 21080.3.1(b).

ESA /D191303
February 2021
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Environmental Checklist

3.2 Environmental Checklist

Aesthetics
Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant with Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
1. AESTHETICS — Except as provided in Public
Resources Code Section 21099, would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? ] ] ]
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, ] ] ]
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and
historic buildings within a state scenic highway?
¢) Innon-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the ] ] ]
existing visual character or quality of public views of
the site and its surroundings? (Public views are
those that are experienced from publicly accessible
vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area,
would the project conflict with applicable zoning and
other regulations governing scenic quality?
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare ] ] ]
which would adversely affect daytime or nighttime
views in the area?
Discussion
a,c)  The projectis located in Shasta Valley approximately 3 miles south of the town of
Grenada in Siskiyou County. The project area is at an elevation of 2500-2600 feet above
sea level, and is located on pasturelands within a landscape dominated by California
annual grasslands. Most of the land is grazed and managed for pasture production. The
proposed project is not within a designated scenic vista. However, the areas around the
project site consists of rolling hills with some long views across the valley and distant
views of the Cascade Mountains.
Construction of the approximately 17,500-foot pipeline would occur over approximately
10 months, with a majority of the work occurring over 3 to 4 months. Construction
activities would be visible intermittently during daytime hours for viewers driving along
I-5 and for the six residences west of 1-5, along Pumphouse Road and Old Highway 99.
Because the pipeline would not be constructed all at one time, visible construction
activities would be short-term and visible to a limited number of people.
The proposed pipeline would be placed underground along the alignment indicated in
Figure 2. There would be ground disturbance during installation of the water transmission
pipeline. However, the aboveground conditions would be returned to pre-construction
conditions and ground disturbance would be temporary. Therefore, the pipeline would
not be visible and would not affect a scenic vista or degrade the existing visual character
or quality in its surroundings.
Because views of construction activities would be temporary and the pipeline would not
be visible after construction, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant
Grenada Irrigation District Pipeline Project 3-3 ESA /D191303
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impact on scenic vistas and would not degrade the existing visual character or quality of
the site and its surroundings.

b) There are no eligible or officially-listed State Scenic Highways in the vicinity of the
project area. The nearest segment of an eligible State Scenic Highway is approximately
13 miles north of the project area, along 1-5 from State Route 3 near Yreka to the
California/Oregon state line. No trees or rock outcroppings would be removed or
disturbed as part of the proposed project. Therefore, no impact would occur.

d) Nighttime construction activities are not anticipated. The proposed project is an
underground pipeline and would not include new permanent sources of light or glare.
Therefore, no impact would occur.

References

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), 2019. Scenic Highway System Lists.
Available: https://dot.ca.gov/programs/design/lap-landscape-architecture-and-community-
livability/lap-liv-i-scenic-highways. Accessed November 14, 2019.
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Environmental Checklist

Agricultural and Forest Resources

Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant with Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
2.  AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES —

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may
refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California
Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining
whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may
refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s
inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment
project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air
Resources Board. Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or ] ] ]
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural
use?
b)  Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a ] ] ]
Williamson Act contract?
c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning ] ] ]
of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code
section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as defined by Government
Code section 51104(g))?
d) Resultin the loss of forest land or conversion of ] ] ]
forest land to non-forest use?
e) Involve other changes in the existing environment ] ] ]
which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?
Discussion
a, b)  Farmlands are mapped by the State of California Department of Conservation (DOC)
under the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP). The FMMP was created
by the State of California to provide data on farmland quality for use by decision makers
in considering possible conversion of agricultural lands. Under the FMMP, land is
delineated into the following eight categories: Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide
Importance, Unigue Farmland, Farmland of Local Importance, Grazing Land, Urban or
Built-Up Land, other Land, and Water.
The proposed pipeline alignment would not be located on any lands designated as Prime
Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance by the FMMP; the
pipeline would be constructed through lands classified as Other Land and Farm Land of
Local Importance (DOC 2019a). There are no Williamson Act-contracted lands in the
vicinity of the proposed project. The proposed project would not conflict with the
existing Non-Prime Agricultural District (AG-2) zoning because public utility pipelines
are permitted in any zoning district and use of irrigation pipelines conform with existing
agricultural practices. West of 1-5, the pipeline would be installed on private land used for
grazing; west of 1-5, the pipeline would either generally follow the access road to GID
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pumps or the existing irrigation ditch. Therefore, the proposed project would not convert
farmland to a nonagricultural use. There would be no impact on farmland, Williamson
Act contracts, or zoning.

c,d) Forestland is defined as land that can support 10 percent native tree cover and woodland
vegetation of any species—including hardwoods—under natural conditions, and that
allows for management of one or more forest resource—including timber, aesthetics, fish
and wildlife, biodiversity, water quality, recreation—and other public benefits (PRC
12220[g]). The proposed project area does not support any forestland. No portion of the
proposed project site is zoned as forest land, timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland
Production. The proposed project area does not contain native tree cover that would be
classified as forestland under PRC Section 12220(g). Implementation of the proposed
project would not result in conversion forest resources. No impact to forestry resources
would occur.

e) As discussed in criteria (a) through (d) above, the proposed project would not result in the
direct conversion of farmland or forest land to non-agricultural or non-forest use. As
described in the Project Description, the primary intent of the project is to install a
pipeline to improve water conservation. The proposed project would not induce any
growth that could result in development that converts farmland to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use. No impact would occur.

References

California Department of Conservation (DOC), 2019a. California Important Farmland Finder.
Available https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/DLRP/CIFF/. Accessed November 14, 2019.
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Environmental Checklist

Air Quality

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

3.  AIR QUALITY —

Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management district or air pollution
control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the ] ] ]
applicable air quality plan?
b) Resultin a cumulatively considerable net increase of ] ] ]
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard?
c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant ] ] ]
concentrations?
d) Resultin other emissions (such as those leading to ] ] ]
odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of
people?
Discussion
a) The proposed GID pipeline alignment is located in central Siskiyou County, which is

under the jurisdiction of the Siskiyou County Air Pollution Control District (APCD). The
APCD is responsible for the maintenance of air quality conditions in Siskiyou County
through the implementation of applicable state and federal regulations. Siskiyou County
is currently designated as either attainment or unclassified for all criteria air pollutants, as
determined by the national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS) and California
ambient air quality standards (CAAQS) (Table AQ-1).

TABLE AQ-1
SISKIYOU COUNTY CRITERIA POLLUTANT ATTAINMENT STATUS

Designation

Pollutant and Averaging Time

State Standards

Federal Standards

Ozone (1-hour) Attainment No Federal Standard
Ozone (8-hour) Attainment Unclassified/Attainment
Carbon Monoxide Unclassified Unclassified/Attainment
Nitrogen Dioxide Attainment Unclassified/Attainment
Sulfur Dioxide Attainment Unclassified/Attainment
Respirable Particulate Matter (PMy0) Attainment Unclassified

Fine Particulate Matter (PM_s) Attainment Unclassified/Attainment
Lead Attainment Unclassified/Attainment
Visibility Reducing Particles Unclassified No Federal Standard
Sulfates Attainment No Federal Standard
Hydrogen Sulfide Unclassified No Federal Standard

CARB makes area designations for ten criteria pollutants (Os, CO, NO2, SOz, PM1o, PM2s, lead, visibility reducing

particles, sulfates, and hydrogen sulfide).
SOURCES: CARB 2018
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b)

Because Siskiyou County is in attainment or unclassified for all state and federal ambient
air quality standards, the APCD is currently in compliance with the California State
Implementation Plan (SIP) and has not been compelled to develop a regional air quality
plan to meet attainment goals. A project of this size, with minimal construction and
operational activity, would result in low levels of emissions (see analysis in criterion b)
and, thus, would not impact the region’s ambient air quality or the APCD’s ability to
maintain their attainment status. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-
significant impact on the APCD’s ability to remain in compliance with the SIP.

The proposed project would result in both construction-related and operational emissions,
which were modeled for this analysis using the California Emissions Estimator Model
(CalEEMod), version 2016.3.2. Project-specific information was used for modeling
where available. Where project-specific data was unavailable, CalEEMod defaults were
used, which capture assumed values consistent with standard practice. To calculate
estimated mobile operational emissions, on-road vehicle emission factors from EMFAC
2017 were used. Model assumptions and detailed output can be found in Appendix A.

The majority of construction activity required for the proposed project would consist of
trenching, pipe placement, and backfill; however, jack and bore activity would also be
required where the proposed pipeline alignment meets Interstate 5 (I-5) and Old Highway
99. Construction is anticipated to begin in 2020 and last approximately ten months;
however, work may start and stop as necessary to avoid peak irrigation season and to
avoid conflict with local ranching operations. The majority of work would be completed
over a period of three to four months during the driest time of the year. Construction-
related emissions estimates are based on the assumption that the proposed project would
be completed within four consecutive months in the same calendar year in order to
represent the most conservative scenario, as the compressed timeframe would yield
higher average emission volumes. The majority of operational emissions from the
proposed project would come from long-term management and repair activities
associated with the pipeline, which would be minimal.

Because the APCD has not developed CEQA guidance, this analysis utilizes the
guidelines of the neighboring district, Shasta County Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD), to ensure consistency with the closest established thresholds. As shown in
Table AQ-2 and Table AQ-3, both construction and operational emission estimates fall
below the SCAQMD thresholds (SCAQMD 2003).

As discussed in criterion a, the APCD is either in attainment or unclassified for all criteria
air pollutant ambient air quality standards. Additionally, it is estimated that the proposed
project would generate emissions below the thresholds of the neighboring district.
Therefore, the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in any
criteria air pollutant. The impact would be less than significant.
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TABLE AQ-2
PROPOSED PROJECT ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS IN POUNDS PER DAY
Construction Year ROG (ppd) NOx (ppd) PMio (ppd)
2020 15 15.0 5.2
SCAQMD Thresholds 25 25 80
Exceeds Threshold? No No No

Project construction emissions estimates were made using CalEEMod version 2016.3.2. See Appendix A for
model outputs and more detailed assumptions.

SOURCE: ESA, 2019.

TABLE AQ-3
PROPOSED PROJECT ESTIMATED OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS IN POUNDS PER DAY
Source Category ROG (ppd) NOx (ppd) PM;o (ppd)
Mobile & Off-road 0.04 0.39 0.02
SCAQMD Thresholds 25 25 80
Exceeds Threshold? No No No

Project construction emissions estimates were made using CalEEMod version 2016.3.2. See Appendix A for
model outputs and more detailed assumptions. All operational emissions are from mobile and off-road
sources.

SOURCE: ESA, 2019.

c) Construction emissions associated with the proposed project are short-term, temporary,
and are well below the SCAQMD significance thresholds, while operational emissions
are negligible. The area surrounding the proposed pipeline alignment is quite rural with
very few residences. There are five known residences within 1,000 feet of the west end of
the proposed alignment, off of Pumphouse Road and Old Highway 99. However, the
Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) guidance for conducting
health risk assessments (HRA) does not recommend an assessment for projects whose
maximally exposed individual resident is not exposed to emissions for longer than two
months (OEHHA 2015). Because of the linear nature of pipeline installation projects,
emissions typically do not occur in the same location for extended periods of time, thus a
receptor at any given location would not be exposed to emissions for an extended
duration. The temporary nature of construction emissions, the linear nature of pipeline
projects, and the low emission estimates as compared to SCAQMD thresholds indicate
that the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact with regard to
exposing sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

d) Diesel-powered construction equipment can generate short-term, non-persistent odors
due to engine exhaust which could impact nearby residents. As discussed in criterion c,
the project site is located in a rural area with low population density. Additionally, the
nature of the project would avoid the use of diesel-powered heavy machinery in any one
place for an extended period of time, as construction activity would move along the
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alignment as the pipeline is completed. Given the temporary nature of construction
activity, the limited duration of construction at any specific point in the alignment, and
the rural project location, the project would have a less-than-significant impact with
respect to creation of odors affecting a substantial number of people.

References

California Air Resources Board (CARB), 2018. Area Designation Maps/State and National.
Available: https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/desig/adm/adm.htm. Accessed November 19, 2019.

Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), 2015. Air Toxics Hot Spots
Program Risk Assessment Guidelines: Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk
Assessments. Available: https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/2015
guidancemanual.pdf. Accessed November 20, 2019.

Shasta County Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), 2003. Protocol for Review — Land
Use Permitting Activities: Procedures for Implementing the California Environmental
Quality Act. Available: https://www.co.shasta.ca.us/docs/libraries/resource-management-
docs/ag-docs/scagmd-ceqa-land-use-protocol.pdf. Accessed November 18, 2019.
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Environmental Checklist

Biological Resources

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES — Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or ] U] U]
through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status
species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian ] U] U]
habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies,
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or ] ] ]
federally protected wetlands (including, but not
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or
other means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any ] ] ]
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or
with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances ] ] U]
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

f)  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat ] ] U]
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state
habitat conservation plan?

Affected Environment
Introduction

This section identifies the existing biological resources at the project site and describes project
impacts on those biological resources as well as mitigation measures to reduce project-related
potentially significant impacts. The information and analysis presented in this section is focused on
special-status species,! wildlife habitats, vegetation communities, and jurisdictional waters of the
United States (U.S.) and of the state that occur or have the potential to occur on the project site. The
results of the assessment presented in this section are based upon literature review and queries of the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) list of federal endangered and threatened species, the
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) list of federal endangered and threatened species, the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (CDFW) Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), and
the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants, as well as
surveys conducted at the project site. Biological resources within the project site were identified

1 species that are protected pursuant to federal or state endangered species laws, or have been designated as Species
of Special Concern by the CDFW, or species that are not included on any agency listing but meet the definition of
rare, endangered or threatened species of the CEQA Guidelines section 15380(b), are collectively referred to as
“special-status species”.

Grenada Irrigation District Pipeline Project 3-11 ESA /D191303
IS//Notice of Intent to Adopt an MND February 2021



Environmental Checklist

through habitat assessments and special-status plant species surveys conducted in July 2018 and
June 2019, and an aquatic resources delineation conducted in June and November 2019.

The sources of reference data reviewed for this evaluation included the following:

e Gazelle and Lake Shastina U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute topographic
quadrangles;

e Google Earth aerial photographs of the project site (Google Earth, 2019);

e USFWS list of federal endangered and threatened species that may occur in the proposed
project location, and/or may be affected by the proposed project (USFWS, 2019a) (see
Appendix B);

 NMFS list of list of federal endangered and threatened species that may occur in the proposed
project location (NMFS, 2019) (see Appendix B);

 CNDDB list of special-status species occurrences within the Gazelle, Lake Shastina, and ten
surrounding USGS 7.5-minute topographic quadrangles (Yreka, Montague, Little Shasta,
Solomons Temple, Juniper Flat, Hotlum, Weed, China Mountain, Gazelle Mountain, and
Duzel Rock) (CDFW, 2019a) (see Appendix B);

e CNPS Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants (v8-03 0.39) known to occur within the
Gazelle, Lake Shastina, and ten surrounding surrounding USGS 7.5-minute topographic
quadrangles (CNPS, 2019) (see Appendix B);

e USFWS Critical Habitat for Threatened and Endangered Species (online mapping program)
(USFWS, 2019b);

< National Wetlands Inventory (USFWS, 2019c);

e CDFW Special Vascular Plants, Bryophytes, and Lichens List (CDFW, 2019b);

e CDFW Special Animals List (CDFW, 2019c);

e Grenada Enclosed Lateral Pipeline Project Wetland Delineation (Kyle Wear, 2019); and

e Grenada Irrigation District: Grenada Enclosed Lateral Pipeline Project Sensitive Plant Survey
Report (William Rich and Associates, 2019).

Prior to the field surveys, special-status species characteristics and habitat requirements were
reviewed to aid in field recognition of suitable habitats. During the biological surveys, existing
habitat types, plants, and wildlife species within and adjacent to the project site were recorded.
Vegetation communities and wildlife habitats were identified and mapped using aerial photo
interpretation and field reconnaissance. Habitats were evaluated for their potential to support
regionally occurring special-status species and the presence of any other biologically sensitive
resources such as wetlands, riparian habitat, or drainages. A formal aquatic resource delineation
was also conducted. Potentially jurisdictional wetlands and other waters of the U.S. were
delineated according to methods outlined in the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual
(Environmental Laboratory, 1987) and the Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers
Wetland Delineation Manual: Arid West Region (Version 2.0) (USACE, 2008). Plant
nomenclature follows The Jepson Manual: Vascular Plants of California (Second Edition)
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(Baldwin et al., 2012) as revised by the Jepson eFlora (Jepson Flora Project, 2019). Common
names of plant species are derived from the Jepson Manual or Calflora (2019).

Project Area

Within the project area plant communities include seasonal wetland, seep, ephemeral drainage,
annual grasslands and freshwater emergent wetlands, with western juniper woodlands found
adjacent to the proposed pipeline route. Land use immediately surrounding the project site is
characterized mainly by agricultural uses, along with open space and scattered rural residences.
Land use immediately surrounding the project area is characterized by open space, rural
residences, and recreation facilities. Elevation in the project site ranges from approximately 2,500
to 2,600 feet above sea level.

Vegetation Communities and Wildlife Habitats

Wildlife habitats are generally described in terms of vegetation types along with landform,
disturbance regime, and other unique environmental characteristics. Vegetation communities are
assemblages of plant species that occur together in the same area, are repeated across landscapes,
and are defined by species composition and relative abundance. Wildlife habitats generally
correspond to vegetation communities. The wildlife habitat types described in this document were
classified using the CDFW’s 4 Guide to Wildlife Habitats of California (Mayer and
Laudenslayer, 1988), a habitat classification scheme that was developed to support the CDFW’s
California Wildlife Habitat Relationship (CWHR) System. The CWHR System is a wildlife
information system and predictive model for California’s regularly-occurring wildlife species.
The vegetation types described in this section were classified according to A Manual of
California Vegetation, 2" Edition (Sawyer et al., 2009). Within CDFW’s current vegetation
classification system, vegetation alliances are the scientifically derived hierarchical class that
corresponds best with plant communities and are designed to be the unit for conservation of rare
or threatened plant communities. Vegetation alliances typically represent a much finer scale of
vegetation description than wildlife habitats, but correspond approximately with one or several
wildlife habitat types. CDFW provides crosswalks to help correlate vegetation alliances with
wildlife habitats and the descriptions below make use of the crosswalk. A description of each
wildlife habitat type is presented below. Related vegetation alliances are listed following the
wildlife habitat description and are based on the alliance descriptions presented by Sawyer et al.
(2009). Vegetation alliances considered a Sensitive Natural Community by CDFW are marked
below by an asterisk (*) and should therefore be considered a sensitive natural community under
CEQA regulations.

Freshwater Emergent Wetland

Freshwater emergent wetland typically occurs in low-lying sites with soils that are semi-permanently
flooded or saturated with fresh water. This aquatic community characteristically forms a dense
vegetative cover dominated by perennial, emergent monocots 1 to 15 feet high that reproduce by
underground rhizomes. Freshwater emergent wetlands in the project site are classified as palustrine
emergent wetlands (intermittently flooded) using the Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater
Habitats of the United States (Federal Geographic Data Committee, 2013). Within the project site
freshwater emergent wetlands are dominated by short beaked sedge (Carex simulata), common
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rush (Juncus effusus), tule (Schoenoplectus acutus var. occidentalis), and a variety of non-native
grasses and agricultural weedy species.

Vegetation Alliances
e Carex simulata (short-beaked sedge meadows) *

e Juncus effusus (Soft rush marshes)

e Schoenoplectus acutus (hardstem bulrush marshes) *

Annual Grassland

Annual grassland is dominated mostly by nonnative Mediterranean annual grasses such as bromes
(Bromus spp.), and barleys (Hordeum spp.), and blue grass (Poa sp.) as well as native annual
grasses including witch grass (Panicum capillare). Native and non-native perennial grasses are
also common throughout this plant community including colonial bent grass (Agrostis capillaris),
crested wheat grass (Elymus lanceolatus), and scratch grass (Muhlenbergia asperifolia). This
vegetation community includes native and nonnative forbs as well. Examples noted in the project
site include yarrow (Achillea millefolium), fiddleneck (Amsinckia sp.), red stem filaree (Erodium
cicutarium), yellow starthistle (Centaurea solstitialis), and white sweetclover (Melilotus albus).
The annual grasslands in the project site are used as pasturelands for cattle.

Vegetation Alliances
e Bromus spp. (annual brome grasslands)

e Centaurea solstitialis (yellow star-thistle fields)

Western Juniper Woodland

Western juniper (Juniperus occidentalis) forms sparse woodlands adjacent to the project site, in
particular in the eastern portion of the site. Western juniper is the only tree species found in these
woodlands, and grows principally with big sagebrush (4rtemisia tridentata), rubber rabbitbrush
(Ericameria nauseosa), greasewood (Sarcobatus vermiculatus), and crested wheatgrass (Elymus
lanceolata). Less frequent associated species include shrubs such as birchleaf mountain-
mahogany (Cercocarpus betuloides), desert mountain-mahogany (C. ledifolius), low sagebrush
(A. arbuscula), rabbitbrush (Chrysothamnus viscidiflorus), and antelope bitterbrush (Purshia
tridentata). The scarce herbaceous layer supports scattered forbs and bunchgrasses.

Vegetation Alliances
e Juniperus occidentalis (western juniper woodland)

Disturbed/Developed

Disturbed/developed habitat within the project site includes irrigation canals and ditches and
paved roadways (including Interstate 5). The disturbed/developed areas are largely unvegetated.

Vegetation Alliances
* None
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Stream

Two stream courses bisect the project site; Willow Creek and McCloud Slough. Willow Creek
flows north through the project site, eventually draining to the Shasta River northeast of the town
of Grenada. Within the project site, Willow Creek has been channelized into a drainage ditch
located immediately east of and running parallel to I-5. Within the project site, Willow Creek
does not support riparian vegetation and provides limited habitat value for wildlife species.
McCloud Slough is an overflow channel for Willow Creek that originates west of 1-5 and drains
to the Shasta river north of the project site. Within the project site, McCloud Slough does not
have a defined channel and is more accurately described as a depression or swale dominated by
wetland vegetation.

Vegetation Alliances
e None

State and Federal Protected Wetlands and Waters

Wetlands are ecologically complex habitats that support a variety of both plant and animal life. In
a jurisdictional sense, the federal government defines wetlands in Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act (CWA) as “areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or ground water at a frequency
and duration sufficient to support (and do support, under normal circumstances) a prevalence of
vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions” (33 CFR 328.3[b] and

40 CFR 230.3). Under normal circumstances, the federal definition of wetlands requires three
wetland identification parameters be present: wetland hydrology, hydric soils, and hydrophytic
vegetation. Examples of wetlands include freshwater marsh, seasonal wetlands, and vernal pool
complexes that have a hydrologic link to other waters of the U.S. “Other waters of the U.S.”
refers to those aquatic features that are regulated by the CWA but are not wetlands (33 CFR
328.4). To be considered jurisdictional under the CWA, these features must exhibit a defined bed
and bank and an ordinary high-water mark. Examples of other waters of the U.S. include rivers,
creeks, intermittent and ephemeral channels, ponds, and lakes. The U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE) is the responsible agency for regulating wetlands and other waters of the
U.S. under Section 404 of the CWA, while the U.S Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has
overall responsibility for the CWA. Wetlands and other aquatic features may also be protected
under state regulations, including the Porter-Cologne Act and California Fish and Game code.

An aquatic resources delineation was conducted for the project site in June and November 2019
(Kyle Wear, 2019). The aquatic resources delineation identified 4.922 acres of potentially
jurisdictional wetlands and other waters of the U.S., including two stream courses (Willow Creek
and McCloud Slough), within the project site that are expected to be subject to regulation under
Section 404 of the CWA (see Figures 3 through 7). Aquatic resources within the project site
consist of freshwater emergent wetlands and streams (see description above). The aquatic
resources delineation has not yet been verified by the USACE and should be considered
preliminary until verification in writing is received from the USACE. Much of the area is mapped
as palustrine emergent wetlands in the National Wetlands Inventory (USFWS, 2019c¢).
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Sensitive Natural Community

A sensitive natural community is a biological community that is regionally rare, provides important
habitat opportunities for wildlife, is structurally complex, or is in other ways of special concern to
local, state, or federal agencies. Most sensitive natural communities are given special consideration
because they perform important ecological functions, such as maintaining water quality and
providing essential habitat for plants and wildlife. Some plant communities support a unique or
diverse assemblage of plant species and therefore are considered sensitive from a botanical
standpoint. CEQA may identify the elimination of such communities as a significant impact.

Sensitive natural communities include: (a) areas of special concern to federal, state, or local
resource agencies; (b) areas regulated under Section 404 of the CWA; (c) areas protected under
Section 402 of the CWA,; and (d) areas protected under state and local regulations and policies.
Habitat types on the project site that would be considered sensitive by regulatory agencies include
wetlands and ephemeral drainages, which are regulated under Section 404 of the CWA.

The CDFW’s California Natural Community List (CDFW, 2019d) ranks vegetation alliances in
California according to their degree of rarity imperilment (as measured by rarity, trends, and
threats). All alliances are listed with a G (global) and S (state) rank. Alliances with state ranks of
S1-S3 are considered of special concern by the CDFW, and all associations within them are also
considered to be highly imperiled. CDFW guidance recommends all alliances with state ranks of
S1-S3 be considered and analyzed under CEQA.

The following vegetation alliances are considered of special concern by CDFW and should
therefore be considered a sensitive natural community under CEQA regulations:

e Carex simulata (45.190.01) (short-beaked sedge meadows) (state rank S3)
e Schoenoplectus acutus (52.122.01) (hardstem bulrush marshes) (state rank S3)

Wildlife Movement Corridors

Wildlife movement corridors are considered an important ecological resource by various agencies
(CDFW and USFWS) and under CEQA. Movement corridors may provide favorable locations
for wildlife to travel between different habitat areas such as foraging sites, breeding sites, cover
areas, and preferred summer and winter range locations. They may also function as dispersal
corridors allowing animals to move between various locations within their range. Topography
and other natural factors, in combination with urbanization, can fragment or separate large open-
space areas. Areas of human disturbance or urban development can fragment wildlife habitats and
impede wildlife movement between areas of suitable habitat. This fragmentation creates isolated
“islands” of vegetation that may not provide sufficient area to accommodate sustainable
populations, and can adversely affect genetic and species diversity. Movement corridors mitigate
the effects of this fragmentation by allowing animals to move between remaining habitats, which
in turn allows depleted populations to be replenished and promotes genetic exchange between
separate populations.

The project area could potentially be used by a variety of wildlife species for dispersal and
seasonal migration.
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Special-Status Species

Special-status species are legally protected under the state and federal Endangered Species Acts
or other regulations or are species that are considered sufficiently rare by the scientific
community to qualify for such listing. These species are classified under the following categories:

1. Species listed or proposed for listing as threatened or endangered under the federal Endangered
Species Act (50 Code of Federal regulations [CFR] 17.12 [listed plants], 17.11 [listed animals]
and various notices in the Federal Register [FR] [proposed species]);

2. Species that are candidates for possible future listing as threatened or endangered under the
federal Endangered Species Act (61 FR 40, February 28, 1996);

3. Species listed or proposed for listing by the State of California as threatened or endangered under
the California Endangered Species Act (14 California Code of Regulations [CCR] 670.5);

4. Plants listed as rare or endangered under the California Native Plant Protection Act (California
Fish and Game Code, Section 1900 et seq.);

5. Animal species of special concern to CDFW,

6. Animals fully protected under Fish and Game Code (California Fish and Game Code, Sections
3511 [birds], 4700 [mammals], and 5050 [reptiles and amphibians]);

7. Species that meet the definitions of rare and endangered under CEQA. CEQA Section 15380
provides that a plant or animal species may be treated as “rare or endangered” even if not on
one of the official lists (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15380); and

8. Plants considered under the CNPS and CDFW to be “rare, threatened or endangered in
California” (California Rare Plant Rank [CRPR] 1A, 1B, and 2 in CNPS, 2019).

A list of special-status species that have the potential to occur within the vicinity of the project
site was compiled based on data contained in the CNDDB (CDFW, 2019a), the USFWS list of
federal endangered and threatened species that occur in or may be affected by the proposed
project (USFWS, 2019a), the NMFS list of list of federal endangered and threatened species that
may occur in the proposed project location and the CNPS Inventory of Rare and Endangered
Plants (CNPS, 2019). The results of these database searches can be found in Appendix B. A list
of special-status species, their general habitat requirements, and an assessment of their potential
to occur within and adjacent to the project site is provided in Appendix C.

Critical Habitat

Critical habitat is defined in Section 3(5)A of the Federal Endangered Species Act as the specific
portions of the geographic area occupied by the species in which physical or biological features
essential to the conservation of the species are found and that may require special management
considerations or protection. Specific areas outside of the geographic area occupied by the species
may also be included in critical habitat designations upon a determination that such areas are
essential for the conservation of the species.

There is no critical habitat designated within or adjacent to the project site.
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Discussion

a)

Special-status species and their habitats that may be affected either directly or indirectly
through implementation of the proposed project include western pond turtle, nesting
raptors and migratory birds, and special-status plant species. Each of these potentially
affected species is described below.

Western Pond Turtle

Western pond turtle would be impacted by the project during vegetation clearing and
initial grading, if they are present in the freshwater emergent wetlands or in the
grasslands within the project site. This would be considered a potentially significant
impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would mitigate the impact to less
than significant with mitigation incorporated.

Nesting Raptors and Migratory Birds

Under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), migratory bird species and their nests and
eggs are protected from injury or death. California Fish and Game Code Subsections
3503, 3503.5, and 3800 prohibit the possession, incidental take, or needless destruction of
birds, their nests, and eggs.

The project site and the immediate vicinity have the potential to support nesting raptors,
including Swainson’s hawk and golden eagle, as well as migratory birds on suitable nest
trees and shrubs. Construction of the proposed project would result in the removal of
shrubs and other vegetation which may serve as perching or nesting sites for special-
status species and migratory birds, including raptors. Direct impacts on nesting raptors or
migratory birds or their habitat such as removal of nesting sites could result in substantial
lowered reproductive success or habitat loss, thereby potentially adversely affecting local
population levels. Additionally, human disturbances and noise from construction
activities have the potential to cause nest abandonment and death of young or loss of
reproductive success at active nests located near project activities. The raptor or bird
species could be adversely affected if active nesting, roosting, or foraging sites are either
removed or exposed to a substantial increase in noise or human presence during project
activities. Nesting birds and raptors are protected under California Fish and Game Code
Section 2080 (i.e., killing of a listed species), Sections 3503, 3503.5, and 3800 (i.e., take,
possession, or destruction of birds, their nests or eggs), and Section 3513 of the MBTA
(16 USC, Section 703 Supp. | 1989).

The impact would be less than significant if construction activities occur during the non-
breeding season (i.e., from September 1 through January 31). During the non-breeding
season, it is anticipated that any migratory birds or raptors using mature trees as perching
sites for foraging would vacate the site upon the initiation of construction activities.
However, construction activities conducted during the breeding season between
February 1° and August 31* could affect the species adversely and result in a potentially
significant impact. Disturbance of active nest sites which results in nest abandonment,
loss of young, or reduced health and vigor of eggs and/or nestlings (resulting in reduced
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survival rates), or the direct removal of vegetation that supports nesting birds which result
in Killing of nestlings or fledgling bird species, or the loss of rookeries, would be
considered a potentially significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measure
B10-2 would mitigate the impact to less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

Special-Status Plants

Protocol-level botanical surveys were conducted in the project site in July 2018 and June
2019. One sensitive plant species, Hymenoxys lemmonii, was encountered during the
botanical surveys. Hymenoxys lemmonii, commonly known as alkali hymenoxys, is listed
as a California Rare Plant Rank 2B.2 which means it is rare or endangered in California
but more secure in other parts of the plants range. In 2019 the plants were along a portion
of the project alignment. Most of the plants are south towards the wetland boundary.
However, portions of the mapped polygons overlay on a small portion of the trench route
and adjacent area of potential impact. No other special-status plant species were recorded
during the surveys. Implementation of the proposed project could potentially result in
direct or indirect impacts to the population of Hymenoxys lemmonii if they are located on
the pipeline alignment. This would be considered a potentially significant impact.
Mitigation Measure B10O-3 would reduce potential impacts to special-status plants to
less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

An aquatic resources delineation was conducted for the project site in June and
November 2019 (Kyle Wear, 2019). The aquatic resources delineation identified

4.922 acres of potentially jurisdictional wetlands and other waters of the U.S. (streams)
within the project site that are expected to be subject to regulation under Section 404 of
the CWA. Section 404 of the CWA requires that a permit be obtained from the USACE
prior to the discharge of dredged or fill materials into any “waters of the United States,”
which includes wetlands. Section 404 permits generally require mitigation to offset losses
of these habitat types, in accordance with Executive Order 11990, which is intended to
result in no net loss of wetland values or acres. Waters of the State are defined as any
surface or subsurface water and are protected by the Porter-Cologne Act.

The construction contractor would be required to obtain a National Pollutant Discharge
and Elimination System (NPDES) Construction General Permit from the Regional Board
prior to beginning soil disturbing activities. Among other things, the conditions of the
Permit would include mandatory implementation of best management practices (BMPs)
applicable to erosion control and preparation of a stormwater pollution prevention plan
(SWPPP) to prevent sediment and construction-related compounds (e.g., fuel, oil, etc.)
from entering stormwater runoff. When installation of the project’s pipeline is completed,
the site would be graded, returned to pre-project slopes. The project’s area of disturbance
would be seeded with native plant species to revegetate the area and minimize erosion.
Project design features and compliance with the NPDES Construction General Permit,
including the implementation of BMPs described in the SWPPP, would ensure that the
potential impact of soil erosion or the loss of topsoil during construction would be
avoided and/or minimized. A component of the SWPPP is a dewatering plan for in-
channel activities.
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d)

Dewatering operations are practices that manage the discharge of water and sediment
when stream flow and subsurface flow must be removed from a work location so that
construction tasks may be accomplished. Stream flow diversion and dewatering is
undertaken in order to protect creek resources (i.e., reduce turbidity and nuisance
sediment transport) and to protect aquatic organisms. Excavation and construction would
occur while flows in Willow Creek are at their lowest. However, water is expected to be
present in Willow Creek during construction. In order to protect creek resources and
protect aquatic organisms, construction of the pipeline may require limited dewatering of
Willow Creek. Although water is not expected to be present in McCloud Slough during
construction, dewatering may be required in McCloud Slough as well. Channel
dewatering is not anticipated to be continuous over the entire construction area; it is
anticipated that the contractor would dewater select portions of the channel during initial
excavation. Any remnant flows in Willow Creek and/or McCloud Slough would be
rerouted around the active construction site with temporary pipes and a pump. Temporary
cofferdams would be used, if necessary, to keep the construction site dry. Depending on
conditions encountered during construction, the nominal limit of excavation would either
be marked (e.g., with construction stakes or construction fencing) or protected by a
portable barrier/cofferdam. If a portable barrier/cofferdam is deemed necessary, the
proposed barrier would likely be a water-filled-tube barrier.

Impacts to wetlands and other waters of the U.S. and state protected waters/wetlands
from implementation of the proposed project would be temporary in nature and would
include removal of soil and vegetation from within wetland areas. It is assumed that all
4.922 acres of potentially jurisdictional wetlands within the project site would be
temporarily impacted during construction of the pipeline. The project does not involve
the permanent fill of wetlands and other waters of the U.S. or any other permanent
impacts. However, the temporary loss of wetlands and other waters of the U.S. and state
protected waters/wetlands is a potentially significant impact. Mitigation Measure
B10-4 would reduce potential impacts to special-status plants to less than significant
with mitigation incorporated.

The project site is located in central Shasta Valley, which is an important wildlife
migration corridor for a variety of common and special-status species. Project site
habitats may potentially function as a migration corridor for a variety of terrestrial
species. While some local disturbance would occur in the project site as a result of project
construction, these activities would be limited to a small area and would be temporary in
nature. They are not expected to interfere with any movement corridors or the movement
of any wildlife or native resident or migratory fish species through the area. In addition,
similar habitat types are abundant in the local area. Therefore, impacts would be less
than significant.

Siskiyou County does not have a tree preservation policy or ordinance; in addition, no
trees are anticipated to be removed during construction of the proposed project. The
project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protection biological
resources. Therefore, there would be no impact.
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f) The proposed project is not located within an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan. Therefore, there would be no impact.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Perform Pre-Construction Surveys for Western Pond
Turtle.

(@) A qualified biologist shall conduct a pre-construction survey within five days prior to
commencement of materials staging or ground disturbing activities. If the pre-
construction survey shows that there is no evidence of western pond turtle, then a
letter report shall be submitted to the project applicant - for their records within
14 days of the survey and no additional measures are required. If construction does
not commence within five days of the pre-construction survey, or halts for more than
five days, an additional pre-construction survey is required.

(b) If western pond turtles are observed, the biologist shall relocate the species offsite to
similar habitat on public lands within ten miles of the project site. In addition, the
biologist shall monitor all staging and initial grading activities. The relocation work
and monitoring shall be documented in a letter report to the project applicant for their
records within 14 days of the final monitoring work.

Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Perform Pre-Construction Surveys for Nesting Special-
Status and Common Migratory Birds.

Vegetation clearing operations, including initial grading, shall occur outside of the
nesting season that encompasses all birds (September 16 through January 31), to the
extent feasible. If vegetation removal begins during the nesting season (February 1 to
September 15), a qualified biologist shall conduct a pre-construction survey for active
nests in suitable nesting habitat within 500 feet of the construction area for nesting
raptors and migratory birds (¥4 mile for Swainson’s hawk and golden eagle). Areas that
are inaccessible due to private property restrictions shall be surveyed using binoculars
from the nearest vantage point. The survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist no
more than seven days prior to the onset of construction. If no active nests are identified
during the pre-construction survey, no further mitigation is necessary. If construction
activities begin prior to February 1, it is assumed that no birds would nest in the project
site during active construction activities and no pre-construction surveys are required.
If at any time during the nesting season construction stops for a period of two weeks or
longer, additional pre-construction surveys shall be conducted prior to construction
resuming.

If active nests are found during the survey, the project proponent shall implement
mitigation measures to ensure that the species would not be adversely affected, which
would include establishing a no-work buffer zone as, approved by CDFW, around the
active nest.

Measures may include, but would not be limited to:
1. For trees with active nests, the project proponent shall conduct any tree removal

activities required for project construction outside of the migratory bird breeding
season (February 1 through August 31).
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2. If active nests are found on or within 500 feet of the project site (¥4 mile for
Swainson’s hawk and golden eagle), then the project proponent shall establish no
disturbance buffers for active nests of 250 feet for migratory bird species, 500 feet for
non-listed raptor species, and ¥s-mile for Swainson’s hawk and golden eagle, until the
breeding season has ended, or until a qualified biologist has determined that the birds
have fledged and are no longer reliant upon the nest or parental care for survival.
Depending on the conditions specific to each nest, and the relative location and rate
of construction activities, it may be feasible for construction to occur as planned within
the buffer without impacting the breeding effort. Nests that are inaccessible due to
private property restrictions shall be monitored using binoculars from the nearest
vantage point. Construction activities may be halted at any time if, in the professional
opinion of the biologist, construction activities are affecting the breeding effort.

3. Depending on conditions specific to each nest, and the relative location and rate of
construction activities, it may be feasible for construction to occur as planned within
the buffer without impacting the breeding effort. In this case (to be determined on a
case-by-case basis), the nest(s) shall be monitored by a qualified biologist during
construction within the buffer. If, in the professional opinion of the monitor, the
project would impact the nest, the biologist shall immediately inform the construction
manager and the project proponent shall notify CDFW. The construction manager
shall stop construction activities within the buffer until the nest is no longer active.
Completion of the nesting cycle shall be determined by a qualified biologist. If
construction begins outside of the migratory bird breeding season (February 1
through August 31), then the project proponent is permitted to continue construction
activities throughout the breeding season.

Mitigation Measure BIO-3: Perform Pre-Construction Surveys for Hymenoxys
lemmonii.

A qualified plant biologist (as approved by CDFW) shall conduct a pre-construction
survey in the appropriate season(s) for Hymenoxys lemmonii in the areas where
populations of this species were found in 2019. Any plants near on or within 50 feet of
the alignment should be counted and flagged so that they can be avoided. If the plants
cannot be avoided, the project proponent shall prepare a Transplantation and Monitoring
Plan in consultation with CDFW. This plan would describe the intent and anticipated
success of transplanting, and specify success criteria for transplanted plants and related
long-term protection and management of transplanted plants.

Mitigation Measure BIO-4: Mitigate for Impacts to Waters of the U.S. and/or State
Protected Waters/Wetlands.

(a) Prior to any work in the freshwater emergent wetlands on the project site, GID shall
acquire all applicable wetland permits. These permits may include, but would not be
limited to, a CWA Section 404 permit from the USACE, a CWA Section 401 Water
Quality Certification from the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB),
and/or a Section 1600 Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement from CDFW.

(b) Clearing shall be confined to the minimal area necessary within wetland areas to
facilitate construction activities. To ensure that construction equipment and personnel
do not affect wetland habitat outside of the project area, exclusionary fencing shall be
erected to clearly delineate the habitat to be avoided.
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(c) To the extent feasible, construction activities in the vicinity of wetlands shall be
limited to the dry season, as determined by permitting agencies, to avoid potential
impacts to the wetlands as a result of hydrologic disruption or runoff of harmful
substances to the wetlands.

(d) Standard construction BMPs shall be implemented throughout construction, in order
to avoid and minimize adverse effects to the water quality within the project impact
area. Appropriate erosion control measures shall be used (e.g., straw wattles, filter
fences, vegetative buffer strips, or other accepted equivalents) to reduce siltation and
contaminated runoff from project sites. The specific BMPs to be implemented shall
be described in full in the project’s SWPPP. A component of the SWPPP is a
dewatering plan for in-channel activities.

(e) Emergent (rising out of water) and submergent (covered by water) vegetation shall be
retained where feasible. Rapidly sprouting plants, such as willows (Sa/ix spp.),
should be cut off at ground level and root systems left intact, when removal is
necessary.

(f) Upon completion of construction work in wetlands, temporarily disturbed areas shall
be re-contoured to pre-project conditions. These areas shall be revegetated with
regionally appropriate native species typical of similar habitats in the region.

(9) To ensure the conservation of the soil seed bank, the top six inches of soil shall be
separated from the remainder of any excavated material and shall be placed back on
the surface after excavation is complete and the trench is backfilled. Following
backfilling of the trench and placement of the top soil, the area should be thoroughly
irrigated.
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Cultural Resources

Less Than

Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
5. CULTURAL RESOURCES — Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the ] ] ]
significance of a historical resource pursuant to
§15064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the ] ] ]
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to
§15064.5?
c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred ] ] ]
outside of formal cemeteries?
Discussion

This section relies on the information and findings presented in A Cultural Resources Survey for
the Grenada Irrigation District Enclosed Lateral Project (Rich 2019). For the purposes of the
impact discussion, “historical resource” is used to describe the built-environment historic-period
resources. Archaeological resources (both prehistoric and historic), which may qualify as
“historical resources” pursuant to CEQA, are analyzed separately from built-environment
historical resources.

a)

A records search was conducted for the project site and a one-half mile radius by the staff
at the Northeast Information Center (NEIC) on July 19, 2018 (NEIC File No. 18-131).
The records search revealed six cultural resources surveys bisected portions of the eastern
and western ends of the project site. Only one historic-age archaeological site had been
recorded within the proposed project site: a segment of a rock wall (P-47-003506/CASIS-
3506H). No built-environment historic-period resources had been previously recorded.

A pedestrian survey of the project site was conducted on July 23, 2018 and June 19,
2019; during this investigation, an 1800-foot-long section of the lower irrigation ditch
and the upper pump station, which are components of GID’s current irrigation system,
were identified and documented on Department of Parks and Recreation 523 Record
forms. Evaluation for eligibility for listing on the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP) or the California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR) was beyond the scope
of this project; however, these features are assumed (due to limited survey) to be
contributors to an as yet undefined potential rural historic agricultural landscape/district
composed of the working ranches in this part of the Shasta Valley.

The western portion of the proposed project is within the northern berm of the lower
irrigation ditch; this berm is continually used for spoiling of ditch cleanout (i.e.
sediment). Placement of the proposed pipeline within this berm would not compromise
the ability of the lower irrigation ditch to convey its association with a larger irrigation
system, if and when that larger, rural historic agricultural landscape is evaluated for
NRHP and CRHR eligibility. Therefore, impacts to historical resources would be less
than significant.
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b) As discussed above, the records search revealed one previously recorded historic-age
archaeological feature. An archaeological pedestrian survey was conducted by Registered
Professional Archaeologist, William Rich, M.A. on July 23, 2018 and June 19, 2019. No
evidence of a rock wall, or of any stacked rock features, was identified within the survey
area. It appears that the segment of late 19" century “rock wall” (P-47-003506/CASIS-
3506H) previously identified, actually consists of a modern barbed wire fence. No
archaeological sites or features were identified during the pedestrian survey.

Background research, historical literature search, and historical air photo analysis
indicated low-to-moderate potential for archaeological sites associated with ethnographic
Shasta villages to be present. Locations near freshwater sources are considered to be
more favorable locations. The proposed project area was more likely an area of
generalized use for traveling, hunting, and gathering, and may contain some small scale
evidence of this in the form of discarded tools and or features. The likelihood of
discovery of archaeological materials below the ground surface is also considered to be
extremely low in this project setting because of relatively limited vertical ground
disturbance outside of the irrigation ditch channel. Regardless, ground disturbance during
proposed project construction could encounter previously undiscovered or unrecorded
historic-age or prehistoric archaeological sites and materials. These activities could
damage or destroy previously undiscovered archaeological resources. Such potentially
significant impacts would be reduced to a less than significant with mitigation
incorporated by implementing Mitigation Measure CUL-1.

Mitigation Measure CUL-1: Stop Work for Accidental Discoveries

If pre-contact or historic-era archaeological resources are encountered by construction
personnel during project construction, all construction activities within 100 feet shall halt
until a qualified archaeologist, defined as one meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for Archeology, can assess the significance of the find. Pre-contact
archaeological materials might include obsidian and chert flaked-stone tools

(e.g., projectile points, knives, scrapers) or toolmaking debris; culturally darkened soil
(midden) containing fire-affected rock, artifacts, or shellfish remains; and groundstone
artifacts (e.g., mortars, pestles, handstones); battered stone tools, such as hammer stones
and pitted stones. Historic-era materials might include stone, concrete, or adobe footings
and walls; filled wells or privies; and deposits of metal, glass, and/or ceramic refuse.

If it is determined that the proposed project could damage a unique archaeological
resource, construction shall cease in an area determined by the archaeologist until a
mitigation plan has been prepared and implemented to the satisfaction of the qualified
archaeologist, GID, and, if the resource is indigenous, relevant Native American
representatives. The mitigation plan shall recommend preservation in place, or, if
preservation in place is not feasible, data recovery through excavation.

If preservation in place is not feasible, a qualified archaeologist shall prepare and
implement a detailed treatment plan to recover the scientifically consequential
information from the resource prior to any excavation at the resource site. The treatment
plan shall be prepared in consultation with GID and, if the resource is indigenous,
relevant Native American representatives. Treatment for most resources would consist of
(but would not necessarily be limited to) sample excavation, artifact collection, site
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documentation, and historical research, with the aim to target the recovery of important
scientific data contained in the portion(s) of the significant resource to be impacted by the
Proposed Project. The treatment plan shall include provisions for analysis of data in a
regional context, reporting of results within a timely manner, curation of artifacts and
data at an approved facility, and dissemination of reports to local and state repositories,
libraries, and interested professionals.

Based on documentary research, no evidence suggests that any prehistoric or historic-era
marked or un-marked human interments are present within or in the immediate vicinity of
the project site. However, the location of grave sites and Native American remains can
occur outside of identified cemeteries or burial sites. Therefore, there is a possibility that
unmarked, previously unknown Native American or other graves could be present within
the project site and could be uncovered by project-related construction activities.

California law recognizes the need to protect Native American human burials, skeletal
remains, and items associated with Native American burials from vandalism and
inadvertent destruction. The procedures for the treatment of Native American human
remains are contained in California Health and Safety Code Sections 7050.5 and 7052
and PRC Section 5097.

These statutes require that, if human remains are discovered during any construction
activities, potentially damaging ground-disturbing activities in the area of the remains
shall be halted immediately, and the Siskiyou County coroner and the NAHC shall be
notified immediately, in accordance with to PRC Section 5097.98 and Section 7050.5 of
California’s Health and Safety Code. If the remains are determined by NAHC to be
Native American, the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the treatment and
disposition of the remains. Following the coroner’s findings, the NAHC-designated Most
Likely Descendant, and the landowner shall determine the ultimate treatment and
disposition of the remains and take appropriate steps to ensure that additional human
interments are not disturbed. The responsibilities for acting upon notification of a
discovery of Native American human remains are identified in PRC Section 5097.94.

Compliance with California Health and Safety Code Sections 7050.5 and 7052 and PRC
Section 5097 would provide an opportunity to avoid or minimize the disturbance of
human remains, and to appropriately treat any remains that are discovered. Therefore,
this impact would be less than significant.

References
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Energy
Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
6. ENERGY — Would the project:
a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact ] ] ]
due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy resources, during project
construction or operation?
b)  Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for ] ] ]
renewable energy or energy efficiency?
Discussion
a) This impact analysis evaluates the potential for the proposed project to result in a

substantial increase in energy demand and/or wasteful use of energy during project
construction, operation, and maintenance. The potential impacts are analyzed based on an
evaluation of whether construction and operational energy use estimates for the proposed
project would be considered excessive, wasteful, or inefficient. The proposed project
construction and operation would not involve the use of natural gas or use of electricity;
therefore, the analysis focuses on transportation-related fuel consumption.

The analysis in this section utilizes the California Emissions Estimator Model
(CalEEMod) input assumptions (found in Appendix A) used to complete the analyses in
the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions sections. Because CalEEMod does not
quantify in the output file the fuel volume or type for construction-related sources,
additional calculations were completed and are summarized here. Construction of the
proposed project would result in the consumption of a total of approximately 14,945
gallons of diesel fuel from required construction equipment activities and vendor trips
and approximately 744 gallons of gasoline from construction worker vehicle trips over
the course of the proposed project (see Appendix D for fuel consumption assumptions
and calculations). For reference, approximately 35 million gallons of diesel and 28
million gallons of gasoline were sold in Siskiyou County in 2018 (CEC 2019).
Construction activities and corresponding fuel energy consumption would be temporary
and localized, as the use of diesel fuel for heavy-duty equipment would not be a typical
condition of the project during operation.

The proposed project would decrease water diversion (in the amount of approximately
1,100 acre-feet of surface water per average water year) that would result in a net
reduction in energy use by the pump at the Shasta River diversion pump house. Although
the project would result in a temporary and limited increase in fuel for construction,
under operations there would be a net reduction in energy use. Therefore, there would be
no long-term energy impact. Impacts associated with the wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of energy resources related to fuel use during construction
would be temporary and less than significant.
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b) The Federal Energy Policy and Conservation Act of 1975 was established in response to
the oil crisis of 1973, which increased oil prices due to a shortage of reserves. The Act
required that all vehicles sold in the U.S. meet certain fuel economy goals. Since 1990,
the fuel economy standard for new passenger cars has been 27.5 miles per gallon. Since
1996, the fuel economy standard for new light trucks (gross vehicle weight of 8,500
pounds or less) has been 20.7 miles per gallon. Heavy-duty vehicles (i.e., vehicles and
trucks over 8,500 pounds in gross vehicle weight) are not subject to fuel economy
standards. The proposed project would be consistent with the Act because all passenger
cars and light trucks that would be used directly or indirectly associated with the proposed
project would be required to comply with the applicable fuel economy standards.

In 2002, the California Legislature passed Senate Bill 1389, which required the California
Energy Commission (CEC) to develop an integrated energy plan every two years for
electricity, natural gas, and transportation fuels, for the California Energy Policy Report.
The plan calls for the state to assist in the transformation of the transportation system to
improve air quality, reduce congestion, and increase the efficient use of fuel supplies with
the least environmental and energy costs. The proposed project would be constructed and
operated in a manner consistent with California’s efficiency objectives.

As discussed under question a), above, operations of the proposed project would conserve
energy resources compared to existing conditions. The proposed project would also
increase efficiency for maintenance as the irrigation pipeline would be approximately
three miles shorter in length compared to the existing conveyance alignment of the
irrigation ditch (5.9 miles). The existing irrigation ditch would still be used by various
landowners for their own irrigation purposes, but GID would no longer maintain the
ditch. Therefore, there would be a net reduction in fuel use associated with regular
inspection and maintenance of the irrigation system. The proposed project would use
pickup trucks or ATVs for regular inspection and maintenance of the proposed pipeline
and for weed management. The proposed project may require heavy-duty vehicles or
large equipment (using diesel fuel) for infrequent repairs. Because the proposed project
would result in a decrease in energy use during operation, energy use would be consistent
with the state energy policies. Overall, the project would not conflict with or obstruct an
energy efficiency or renewable energy plan. There would be no impact pertaining to this
criterion.

References
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Geology, Soils, and Seismicity

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
7. GEOLOGY and Soils — Would the project:
a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as ] ] ]
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.
ii)  Strong seismic ground shaking? ] ] ]
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including ] ] ]
liquefaction?
iv) Landslides? ] ] ]
b)  Resultin substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? ] ] ]
c) Belocated on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, ] ] ]
or that would become unstable as a result of the
project, and potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction,
or collapse?
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in ] ] ]
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or
property?
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use ] ] ]
of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal
systems where sewers are not available for the
disposal of waste water?
f)  Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological ] ] ]
resource or site or uniqgue geologic feature?
Discussion
a.i) There are no Earthquake Fault Zones in the project area, as delineated on Alquist-Priolo

Earthquake Fault Zoning Maps. Construction and installation of the proposed project not
would increase the risk of exposure of people to loss, injury, or death involving rupture of
a known fault. There would be no impact under this criterion.

a.ii)  There are no active? or potentially active3 faults within 20 miles of the project site; the

closest fault is the potentially active Yellow Butte Fault, approximately 20 miles to the
west. The Cascadia subduction zone, located approximately 50 miles off the Northern
California coast, is an active fault zone with the potential to generate a large earthquake.
According to the United States Geological Survey’s (USGS) ShakeMap earthquake

An active fault is defined by the California Geologic Survey (CGS) as a fault that has moved during the past 11,700
years; also referred to as Holocene-active faults (CGS, 2018).

A potentially active fault, in a regulatory context, is any fault that has not moved in the past 11,700 years; also
referred to as a Pre-Holocene fault (CGS, 2018).
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a.iii)

a.iv)

planning scenario, if a Mw 9.0 event were to occur within the Cascadia subduction zone,
it is estimated that the project area would experience moderate to strong ground shaking
with very light to light damage expected (USGS, 2016). While it is over 100 miles to the
west of the proposed project area, a large earthquake within the Cascadia subduction zone
could cause moderate to strong ground shaking at the project site. However, none of the
proposed project components would be used for human occupancy, nor would any
components exacerbate the existing risk of seismic shaking or associated damage. Given
that there are no active faults in proximity to the proposed project area and the closest
active fault is over 100 miles to the west, it is unlikely the proposed project would
experience strong seismic ground shaking, and the impacts associated with strong seismic
ground shaking would be less than significant.

Liquefaction is a phenomenon in which unconsolidated, water saturated sediments
become unstable due to the effects of strong seismic shaking. During an earthquake, these
sediments can behave like a liquid, potentially causing severe damage to overlying
structures. In general, a relatively high potential for liquefaction exists in loose, sandy
and saturated soils that are within 50 feet of the ground surface.

As discussed above, in Criterion a.iii, there are no active faults in proximity to the project
area and the risk of seismic-related ground failures is negligible. According to geologic
mapping by Wagner and Saucedo (1987) the geologic unit underlying the project area is
identified as pyroclastic deposits of the Volcanic rocks of Shasta Valley; pyroclastic
deposits are not generally considered to have a high liquefaction potential. According to
the Groundwater Ambient Monitoring and Assessment Program (GAMA) Groundwater
Information System, the groundwater levels around the project area are on average below
50 feet (GAMA, 2019). Additionally, the project area is not identified as an area of
liguefaction potential by the USGS or California Geological Survey.

The proposed project would not include the construction of any habitable structures and
would not exacerbate any liquefaction hazards currently present. The proposed project
design would adhere to American Water Works Association (AWWA) and American
Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) standards (RH2, 2019), which are industry
standards for installing water works, pipelines and appurtenances. Therefore, based on
the project design, no exacerbation of liquefaction hazards and incorporation of AWWA
and ASTM standards would limit the potential damage to less-than-significant levels.

Landslides generally are any type of ground movement that occurs primarily due to
gravity acting on relatively weak soils and bedrock on an over-steepened slope. Slope
instability is often initiated or accelerated from soil saturation and groundwater pressure,
though may also be aggravated by grading activity, such as removal of toe support by
excavation or addition of new loads, such as fill placement. Areas that are more prone to
landslides include old landslides, the bases or tops of steep or filled slopes, and drainage
hollows.
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b)

d)

Due to the relatively flat topography at each of the project area, impacts related to
landslides are not expected to affect the proposed project, nor would the proposed project
directly or indirectly cause substantial impacts related to landslides—seismically-induced
or otherwise. Therefore, the potential impact from landslides is less than significant.

The proposed project would include ground-disturbing construction activities, including
trenching, grading, and excavation, which could increase the risk of topsoil loss, erosion
or sediment transport.

Because the overall footprint of construction and ground-disturbing activities would
exceed one acre, the proposed project would be required to comply with the State Water
Board National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Construction General
Permit (CGP). This State requirement was developed to ensure that stormwater is
managed and erosion is controlled on active construction sites. The NPDES CGP requires
preparation and implementation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that
which requires applications of Best Management Practices (BMPs) to control run-on and
runoff from construction sites. The BMPs may include physical barriers to prevent erosion
and sedimentation, construction of sedimentation basins, limitations on work periods,
especially during storm events, use of infiltration swales, protection of stockpiled materials,
and numerous other measures that would prevent or substantially reduce erosion from
occurring during construction activities in the project area. Compliance with the BMPs in
the SWPPP would reduce the proposed project’s potential impacts associated with soil
erosion and loss of topsoil during construction to less than significant.

Because the proposed project area is not located on hillsides, or on unstable geologic
units, the proposed project would not result in on or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse. Additionally, as discussed in the proposed project
design plans, construction would adopt AWWA and ASTM standards (RH2, 2019). The
design plans also state that any unsuitable or unstable soils would be removed and
backfilled with engineered fill to minimize any potential impacts associated with unstable
soils. Therefore, adherence to the proposed project design plans, AWWA, and ASTM
standards, potential impacts associated with unstable soils would be less than
significant.

According to the Natural Resources Conservation Service’s (NRCS) Web Soil Survey
data, a majority of the project area has a low expansion potential (NRCS, 2019b); there is
moderate expansion potential in the eastern portion of the pipeline alignment (NRCS,
2019b) near the Shasta River. The proposed project would not include the construction of
any habitable structures and, as discussed and depicted in the proposed project design
plans, construction would adopt AWWA and ASTM standards (RH2, 2019). Therefore,
based on the project design and incorporation of AWWA and ASTM standards, the
proposed project would have a less-than-significant impacts related to expansive soils.

The proposed project would not include the use of septic tanks or any alternative
wastewater disposal systems. For this reasons, the proposed project would not introduce
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f)

an environmental or public health hazard by building septic tanks or other wastewater
disposal systems in soils that are incapable of adequately supporting such systems.
Therefore, no impact would occur.

As mentioned above, the project area is underlain by Pleistocene-age pyroclastic
deposits, which is suitable to preserve paleontological resources. However, a search of
the University of California Museum of Paleontology (UCMP) online fossil locality
database indicates that there have been no fossils recovered from Pleistocene pyroclastic
deposits in Siskiyou County. Due to the lack of paleontological resources recovered from
the project area, the likelihood that any excavation associated with the project alignment
would uncover any paleontological resources. There would be a less-than-significant
impact associated with disturbance of any paleontological resources.

References
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
8. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS —
Would the project:
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or ] ] ]
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment?
b)  Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation ] ] ]

adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases?

Discussion

a) The proposed project is located within the jurisdiction of the APCD; however, the APCD
has not adopted a greenhouse gas (GHG) threshold relative to CEQA. Consequently, this
analysis applies the GHG significance threshold of the Sacramento Metropolitan Air
Quiality Management District (SMAQMD), one of the few air districts to have adopted a
guantitative GHG threshold in Northern California. SMAQMD has a threshold of 1,100
metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MTCO.e) per year for both construction and

operational emissions (SMAQMD 2015).

Construction and operation of the proposed project would generate GHG emissions from
the use of off-road construction equipment and on-road worker vehicles. For this
analysis, emissions were estimated using the most recent version of CalEEMod. To
calculate estimated mobile operational emissions, on-road vehicle emission factors from
EMFAC 2017 were used. Total GHG emissions associated with construction and
operational phases of the proposed project were estimated to be approximately 114
MTCO.e and 8 MTCOze, respectively, both well below the SMAQMD significance
threshold. Therefore, the proposed project’s impact with respect to GHG emission

generation would be less than significant.

b) In 2006, the California legislature passed Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32; California Health
and Safety Code Division 25.5, Sections 38500, et seq.), also known as the Global
Warming Solutions Act. AB 32 requires the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to
design and implement feasible and cost-effective emissions limits, regulations, and other
measures, such that statewide GHG emissions are reduced to 1990 levels by 2020
(representing a 25-percent reduction in emissions). Pursuant to AB 32, the CARB
adopted a Climate Change Scoping Plan (Scoping Plan) in December 2008 outlining
measures to meet the 2020 GHG reduction goals. The Scoping Plan was most recently

updated in 2017.

Siskiyou County has adopted a climate adaptation plan to address the region’s climate
resiliency; however, they have not drafted or adopted a climate action plan (CAP) or
other formal document that addresses local GHG emission rates or reduction targets.
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As discussed in criterion a, the proposed project is estimated to generate a level of GHG
emissions far below the threshold developed by the SMAQMD. Because SMAQMD
GHG emission thresholds were developed to ensure consistency with the requirements of
AB 32 and the Scoping Plan, the proposed project’s conformity with SMAQMD’s
significance thresholds demonstrates its consistency with the Scoping Plan. The proposed
project would not conflict with the applicable plan adopted for the purpose of reducing
the emissions of greenhouse gases; therefore, this impact would be less than significant.

References

California Air Resources Board, 2019. EMFAC2017 Web Database, Version 1.0.2. Available:
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
9. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS —
Would the project:
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the ] ] ]
environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?
b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the ] ] ]
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset
and accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the environment?
¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or ] ] ]
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed
school?
d) Belocated on a site which is included on a list of ] ] ]
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result,
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment?
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan ] ] ]
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or public use airport,
would the project result in a safety hazard or
excessive noise for people residing or working in the
project area?
f)  Impair implementation of or physically interfere with ] ] ]
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?
g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, ] ] ]
to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving
wildland fires?
Discussion
a,b)  Equipment and materials used during construction activities would include fuels, oils and
lubricants. The routine use or an accidental spill of hazardous materials used in
construction could result in inadvertent releases, which could adversely affect
construction workers, the public, and the environment.
Construction activities would be required to comply with numerous hazardous materials
regulations designed to ensure that hazardous materials are transported, used, stored, and
disposed of in a safe manner to protect worker safety, and to reduce the potential for a
release of construction-related fuels or other hazardous materials into the environment,
including stormwater and downstream receiving water bodies. Construction contractors
would be required to acquire coverage under the NPDES CGP, which requires the
preparation and implementation of a SWPPP for construction activities. The SWPPP would
list the hazardous materials (including petroleum products) proposed for use during
construction; describe spill prevention measures, equipment inspections, equipment and
fuel storage; describe protocols for responding immediately to spills; and describe BMPs
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d)

f)

9)

for controlling construction site run-on and runoff. Details regarding examples of BMPs
designed to minimize erosion are discussed in Hydrology and Water Quality.

The required compliance with applicable laws and regulations that govern the
transportation, use, handling, and disposal of hazardous materials would limit the
potential for creation of hazardous conditions due to the use or accidental release of
hazardous materials, and this impact would be less than significant.

There are no existing or proposed schools within one-quarter mile of the project area. The
nearest school to the Project site is the Grenada Community Day School, approximately
2.8 miles north. There would be no impact related to hazardous emissions or hazardous
materials being released near a school.

The project area including the proposed staging areas are not included on any of the
environmental databases maintained by the State Water Resources Control Board
(SWRCB) (2019) or the Department of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC) (Cortese List)
(2019). Therefore, the propose project would not cause a significant hazard to the public
or the environment related to being located on a known hazardous materials site, and
there would be no impact.

The project area and proposed staging areas are not located within an airport land use
plan or within two miles of an airport or within the vicinity of an active private air strip.
The nearest airports are the Siskiyou County Airport approximately 10.6 miles north of
the Project site and Butte Valley Airport-A32 approximately 10.7 miles northwest. There
would be no impact with regard to air traffic hazards.

The Siskiyou County Office of Emergency Services (OES) does not have an emergency
response or evacuation plan in place currently. The Siskiyou County OES published a
Draft Hazard Mitigation Plan in August 2018 (Siskiyou County, 2018); there are no
evacuation routes designated for the area. A portion of the proposed pipeline would be
installed beneath Interstate 5, which is a major arterial roadway. As described in the
General Construction Notes for the proposed project (RH2, 2019) interruption of traffic
flow must comply with a project-specific Traffic Control Plan approved by the County of
Siskiyou. In addition, no interruption of traffic flow would be allowed on state routes; all
state route crossings shall be jacked and bored, unless otherwise noted (RH2, 2019).
Therefore, adherence to the Traffic Control Plan for the proposed project would minimize
potential impacts to evacuation routes to less than significant.

According to the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection’s (CAL FIRE)
Fire Hazard Severity Zone map, the Project site and staging areas are not within an area
designated as very high or high fire hazard zones (CAL FIRE, 2007; 2008). The proposed
project would not expose people to structures to loss, injury, or death involving wildland
fires; there would be no impact resulting from implementation of the proposed project.
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Hydrology and Water Quality

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
10. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY —
Would the project:
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste ] ] ]
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially
degrade surface or ground water quality?
b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or ] ] ]
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such
that the project may impede sustainable groundwater
management of the basin?
c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the ] ] ]
site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river or through the addition of
impervious surfaces, in a manner which would:
i) resultin substantial erosion or siltation on- or off- ] ] ]
site;
i)  substantially increase the rate or amount of ] ] ]
surface runoff in a manner which would result in
flooding on- or offsite;
iii) create or contribute runoff water which would ] ] ]
exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff;
or
iv) impede or redirect flood flows? ] ] ]
d) Inflood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release ] ] ]
of pollutants due to project inundation?
e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water ] ] ]
quality control plan or sustainable groundwater
management plan?
Discussion
a,e)  The project would be located in Siskiyou County predominantly on agricultural lands in

the Shasta River watershed. Average rainfall in the Shasta basin ranges from 13- to
25-inches annually, increasing in the southern portion of the basin (DWR, 2004). The
project would replace an existing irrigation ditch system with a 3.2-mile irrigation
pipeline, resulting in decreased diversion of approximately 1,100 acre-feet of Shasta
River surface water per year. Streams in the vicinity of the project are depicted on Figure 2.

Surface Water Quality

The study area is within the north western basin of Mount Shasta, located in the Klamath

River Hydrologic Unit, Shasta River Hydrologic Area under the water quality

management of Region 1 (the North Coast Region) of the Regional Water Quality
Control Board (Regional Board). Water quality in this hydrologic unit is impaired for
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Aluminum, sources unknown. A TMDL# is required to address this impairment. Other
impairments for the hydrologic unit including water temperature, oxygen enrichment/low
dissolved oxygen are attributed to land use practices in the region including agriculture,
flow alteration, and habitat modification, among other sources. These impairments are
being addressed by a USEPA approved TMDL.

Groundwater

The Shasta Valley groundwater basin is managed in part by the Siskiyou County Flood
Control and Water Conservation District (SCFCWCD), which submitted notification to
the Department of Water Resources to serve as groundwater sustainability agency under
the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SCFCWCD, 2017). Groundwater quality
in the basin is characterized as bicarbonate and calcium bicarbonate type water, which
may be high in mineral content depending on the locale substrate. The Shasta Valley
Groundwater Basin is not an adjudicated basin, nor is the basin listed as one in critical
overdraft.

Construction

Construction of the project would involve trench excavation which would alter the
conditions of the site topography, potentially resulting in impacts to water resources.
According to a recent wetland technical report prepared for the project, the pipeline
excavation and other project site disturbance could result in approximately 4.9 acres of
soil disturbance (GID, 2019).°> Although the project is designed to avoid or minimize
wetland disturbance, trenching activity would involve some temporary disruption of
wetlands and vegetation, which contributes to or increases water quality impacts. Soil
disturbance alters the way that precipitation is received by the landscape and can lead to
conditions of erosion, runoff, or siltation on- and off-site.

The project includes design measures to control erosion. Such measures include
stabilized construction entrances to minimize track out of mud and soils off site; silt
fences would be installed adjacent (or perpendicular) to drainages to limit siltation of
waterways; slope stabilization measures include installation of geotextile fabric and straw
wattles to protect contours, as applicable. By design, the pipeline would be installed
within relatively flat terrain for functionality and to minimize erosive conditions.

The construction contractor would be required to obtain a National Pollutant Discharge
and Elimination System (NPDES) Construction General Permit from the Regional Board
prior to beginning soil disturbing activities. Among other things, the conditions of the
Permit would include mandatory implementation of best management practices (BMPs)
applicable to erosion control and preparation of a stormwater pollution prevention plan
(SWPPP) to prevent sediment and construction-related compounds (e.g., fuel, oil, etc.)

4 section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act authorizes the EPA to assist states in listing impaired waters and developing
Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDLSs) as a means of establishing maximum allowances of pollutant concentrations
in a waterbody and serves as a basis and planning tool for restoring water quality.

5 Segments of trenchless construction passing under Old Highway 99 and Interstate 5 are excluded from the
calculations.
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from entering stormwater runoff. When installation of the project’s pipeline is completed,
the site would be graded, returned to pre-project slopes. The project’s area of disturbance
would be seeded with native plant species to revegetate the area and minimize erosion.
Project design features and compliance with the NPDES Construction General Permit,
including the implementation of BMPs described in the SWPPP, would ensure that the
potential impact of soil erosion or the loss of topsoil during construction would be
avoided and/or minimized. Mitigation Measure BI1O-4 is included in the checklist item
for Biological Resources to restore and revegetate disturbed areas following construction.

The project would not be likely to encounter groundwater during construction, which is
anticipated to take place mainly during in the dry season. Construction of the project
would involve trench excavation to install a subsurface irrigation pipeline. Based on
review of recent groundwater levels in two wells within two miles of the project’s
pipeline alignment, depth to groundwater in the project’s vicinity ranges from 10 to 19-
feet below ground surface (DWR, 2018). Should groundwater be encountered during
construction, the pipe zone bedding and backfill would be replaced with gravel or control
density fill at the engineer’s direction. As the proposed project would implement BMPs
to minimize erosion, the proposed project would be constructed in a manner consistent
with water quality requirements. There would be no conflict with water quality
regulations in the basin plan or interfere with sustainable groundwater management.

Operation and Maintenance

The project’s pipeline is proposed in a location with relatively flat terrain which would
limit erosive conditions, by design. Operation of the project would decrease the amount
of water diverted from the Shasta River. Maintenance of the project may include
excavation to assess or repair the pipeline and subsurface air vents, which could have
similar impacts to those described under construction. Therefore, impacts associated with
construction and operation of the project would be less than significant.

b,c)  Asthe proposed project would not use groundwater, place new impervious surfaces on
the ground, or include paving, the project would not lower groundwater levels or change
the groundwater recharge capability for the basin. No impedance to sustainable
groundwater management would occur with implementation of the proposed project.

The proposed project would not involve placement of new impervious surfaces, nor
would it be constructed in an area subject to flooding. Construction activity would
involve excavation and soil disturbing activities that could contribute to surface runoff.
However, as described under question a), the proposed project would be required to
implement erosion control measures and BMPs to reduce following construction, the site
would be restored and revegetated.

Due to the project type and its location upon relatively flat agricultural lands, the
proposed project would not have an impact on stormwater capacity. There are no known
stormwater facilities in the vicinity of the proposed project. The proposed project is a
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subsurface irrigation pipeline and would not include placement of structures that could
impede or redirect flood flows. There would be no impact.

d) The proposed project is a subsurface irrigation pipeline that would not be subject to
inundation by, tsunamis, seiche, or flooding. There are few residences in the vicinity of
the proposed project, north of the existing canal at the western-most portion of the
proposed project alignment. As the proposed alignment for the pipeline would be within
the canal zone at this segment, no change would occur with respect to flooding, compared
to existing conditions.

A small portion of the project’s 3.2-mile pipeline would be located in a 100-year flood
zone (Zone A) to connect to the pump house adjacent to the Shasta River. However, the
proposed project would not include above-ground structures, increase impervious surface
area, or otherwise contribute to flooding. There would be no impact pertaining to this
criterion.
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Land Use and Planning

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
11. LAND USE AND PLANNING — Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community? ] ] ]
b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a ] ] ]
conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?
Discussion
a) Construction of the proposed pipeline would be temporary and would not impede access

within the residential area to the west of 1-5. The proposed pipeline would be installed in
agricultural land and in GID parcels and would not divide an established community.
There would be no impact.

b) The proposed project is an underground public utility project, which is a permitted use in
any zoning district. The construction of this pipeline would not require a zone change or a
discretionary permit and would not conflict with the General Plan or current Non-Prime
Agricultural District (AG-2) zoning. Therefore, the project would not conflict with
applicable land use plans, policies, or regulations. No impact would occur.
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Mineral Resources

Less Than

Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
12. MINERAL RESOURCES — Would the project:
a) Resultin the loss of availability of a known mineral ] ] ]
resource that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the state?
b) Resultin the loss of availability of a locally-important ] ] ]

mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan?

Discussion

a,b)  The California Geological Survey (CGS) and the State Mining and Geology Board
(SMGB) are the State agencies responsible for the classification and designation of areas
containing, or potentially containing, significant mineral resources. Areas known as
Mineral Resource Zones (MRZs) are classified on the basis of geologic factors, without
regard to existing land use and land ownership. The areas are categorized into four
general classifications (MRZ-1 through MRZ-4):

e MRZ-1—Areas where adequate information indicates that no significant mineral
deposits are present, or where it is judged that little likelihood exists for their
presence.

e MRZ-2—Areas where adequate information indicates that significant mineral
deposits are present, or where it is judged that a high likelihood for their presence
exists.

e MRZ-3—Areas containing mineral deposits, the significance of which cannot be
evaluated from available data.

e MRZ-4—Areas where available information is inadequate for assignment into any
other MRZ.

The location of the proposed pipeline is in an area that has not been mapped by CGS or
SMGB and therefore has no mineral classification. The project area is not actively being
mined; east of I-5, the pipeline would be installed on private land currently used for
grazing; west of I-5, the pipeline would either generally follow the access road to GID
pumps or the existing irrigation ditch. In addition, after construction, the site would be
restored similar existing conditions, and therefore has a low likelihood of resulting in the
loss of known mineral resources and would have no impact on mineral resources.

References
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November 14, 2019.
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Noise

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

13.

a)

b)

c)

NOISE — Would the project result in:

Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent ] ] ]
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the

project in excess of standards established in the local

general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable

standards of other agencies?

Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or ] ] ]
groundborne noise levels?

For a project located within the vicinity of a private ] ] ]
airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where such a

plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a

public airport or public use airport, would the project

expose people residing or working in the project area

to excessive noise levels?

Discussion

a)

Construction

Project construction is anticipated to occur over a 10-month period, with the majority of
the work occurring over a three-to-four-month period during the late summer and fall
period. Construction of the underground pipeline would require a variety of equipment
(i.e., excavators, dozers, rock screen, pipe trailer (s), and a skip loader). During the
construction period, noise levels generated by project construction would vary depending
on the particular type, number, and duration of use of various pieces of construction
equipment. Approximately five residences would be located adjacent to the proposed
pipeline construction activities on the western side of Old Highway 99. The closest
residence would be approximately 120 feet from the proposed project. All of the residents
are aware of the proposed project and are members of GID.

According to the Siskiyou County General Plan, residences are the most sensitive land
use. It sets a land use compatibility noise limit for residential land uses of 60 dBA.6 For
new development within a residential land use area, noise limits range from 60 to 65 dBA
with noise abatement features included. Siskiyou County does not identify any policies or
ordinances that limit construction noise. However, for the purposes of due diligence,
resultant noise levels from construction equipment at the nearest residence were
estimated, consistent with the general assessment methodology of the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA). Assuming simultaneous operation of a dozer and haul truck at the
same location would result in a noise level of 78 dBA at a distance of 120 feet (ESA,

The typical human ear is not equally sensitive to all frequencies of the audible sound spectrum. As a consequence,
when assessing potential noise impacts, sound is measured using an electronic filter that de-emphasizes the
frequencies below 1,000 hertz (Hz) and above 5,000 Hz in a manner corresponding to the human ear’s decreased
sensitivity to low and extremely high frequencies instead of the frequency mid-range. This method of frequency
weighting is referred to as A-weighting and is expressed in units of A-weighted decibels (dBA). All noise levels
reported herein reflect A-weighted decibels unless otherwise stated.
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b)

2019). While there is no County standard noise level threshold for construction activities,
the general assessment criteria of the FTA establishes 1-hour Leq? criteria for residential
land uses of 90 dBA during daytime hours and 80 dBA during nighttime hours as noise
levels where adverse community reaction could occur at residential land uses. This
analysis uses these criteria to determine if construction noise levels that would be
associated with the project would result in a substantial temporary increase in ambient
noise levels in the vicinity of the proposed project. Project construction noise would be
below the FTA criteria at the nearest residential receptor; therefore, and the impact would
be less than significant.

Operation

The pipeline itself would not be a noise-generating source. No new pumps, fans, piping,
or other infrastructure would be required at GID’s existing diversion structure or the
GID’s pump station to operate the new pipeline, and thus no appreciable difference in
operational noise would result from the proposed project. Maintenance activities would
be similar to those already occurring for the existing irrigation ditch. Therefore, the
proposed project would not generate noise levels in excess of applicable standards during
the operational phase. There would be no impact.

Construction

Ground vibration generated by construction equipment spreads through the ground and
diminishes in magnitude with increases in distance. Construction-related ground vibration
is normally associated with impact equipment such as pile drivers, jackhammers, and the
operation of some heavy-duty construction equipment, such as dozers and trucks. The
source of the highest level of vibration during project construction would be from large
dozers. According to the FTA, vibration levels associated with large dozers are

0.089 in/sec PPV& and 87 VdB? at 25 feet. Vibration levels associated with jackhammers
are 0.035 in/sec PPV and 79 VdB at 25 feet.

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Transportation and Construction
Vibration Guidance (Caltrans 2013a) includes a variety of vibration thresholds related to
structural damage. For residential structures, Caltrans provides the Dowding Building
Structure Vibration Criteria of 0.5 PPV (in/sec) to avoid risk of architectural damage
(Dowding, 1996, as cited in Caltrans, 2013). Based on FTA’s recommended procedure
for applying a propagation adjustment to these reference levels, vibration levels from
large dozers could exceed the Caltrans recommended level of 0.5 in/sec PPV with respect
to architectural damage to newer residential structures within 8 feet of project activities.

7

9

The equivalent sound level is used to describe noise over a specified period of time, in terms of a single numerical
value. The Leq is the constant sound level which would contain the same acoustic energy as the varying sound level,
during the same time period (i.e., the average noise exposure level for the given time period).

The peak particle velocity (PPV) is defined as the maximum instantaneous positive or negative peak of the
vibration signal. PPV is often used in monitoring or blasting vibration since it is related to the stresses that are
experienced by buildings.

Vibration decibels or VVdB are often used to reduce the potential for confusion with sound decibels.
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However, the nearest residential structure would be roughly 120 feet away from project
activities, thus, structural damage would not occur.

To address the human response to groundborne vibration, the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) set forth guidelines for maximum-acceptable vibration criteria for
different types of land uses. For residential uses and buildings where people normally
sleep, the maximum-acceptable vibration limit is 80 VdB (FTA 2018). Based on FTA’s
recommended procedure for applying a propagation adjustment to these reference levels,
vibration levels from loaded haul trucks could exceed FTA’s maximum acceptable level
of 80 VdB with respect to human response within 40 feet of project activities (see
Appendix D). None of the residences would be within 40 feet of project activities and
thus, would not experience vibration levels in excess of 80 VdB during construction. Due
to the minimal and intermittent nature of dozers and haul trucks, and the short duration of
the construction period, the proposed project would not expose persons to excessive
groundborne vibration levels. Impacts would be less than significant.

Operation

The proposed project would not result in the long-term operation of a source of ground
vibration (i.e., train or highway). Maintenance activities would be similar to those already
conducted for the existing pipeline. There would be no impact.

The proposed project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an
airport land use plan; the Montague-Yreka Airport is located 8 miles north of the
proposed project area and the Weed Airport-O46 is 9 miles south. Thus, the proposed
project would not result in the exposure of people residing or working in the project area
to excessive airport or airstrip noise levels. No impact would occur.

References
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Population and Housing

Less Than

Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
14. POPULATION AND HOUSING — Would the project:
a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an ] ] ]
area, either directly (for example, by proposing new
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example,
through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or ] ] ]
housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?
Discussion
a) The proposed project is located in unincorporated Siskiyou County, 3 miles south of the

town of Grenada. The U.S. Census Bureau provides population estimates and according
to the November 2019 estimates, Siskiyou County had a population of 43,724
(U.S. Census Bureau 2019) and according to the 2010 Census, Granada had a population

of 367 (CensusViewer 2019).

A maximum of 10 construction crew members would be temporarily on site during the
10-month maximum construction period. Construction of the project would not occur for
long enough to spur worker relocation to the area. Operation of the proposed project
would not require new employees. Lastly, the project consists of burying a pipeline to
improve water conservation and therefore would not indirectly lead to population growth
by expanding infrastructure. Therefore, no impact would occur.

b) The proposed project would not result in displacement of people nor require displacement
of existing homes because it would be located in areas without houses. The construction
of replacement housing would not be required; therefore, no impact would occur.

References
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Public Services

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
15. PUBLIC SERVICES —
a) Would the project result in substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with the provision of new
or physically altered governmental facilities, need for
new or physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times or other
performance objectives for any of the following public
services:
i)  Fire protection? ] ] O
ii)  Police protection? ] [l ]
iii) Schools? ] O U
iv) Parks? ] ] ]
v)  Other public facilities? O ] ]
Discussion
a) Construction of the proposed project may temporarily increase the potential need for
police and fire protection services due to general hazards associated with construction
(e.g., fire ignition, materials theft, injury). However, a maximum of up to 10 people
would be on site at any given time during a maximum 10-month construction period. The
increased potential need for these services would not require construction of new or
physically altered government facilities. The proposed project would install a water
conveyance pipeline to improve water conservation and therefore would not indirectly
lead to population growth by expanding infrastructure. No new employees would be
needed for operation of the proposed project. Therefore, operation would not increase
demand for police protection, fire protection, educational services, parks, or other facilities.
No new or physically altered facilities would be needed. No impact would occur.
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Recreation
Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
16. RECREATION —
a)  Would the project increase the use of existing ] ] ]
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of
the facility would occur or be accelerated?
b) Does the project include recreational facilities or ] ] ]
require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect
on the environment?
Discussion
a) The project area consists of private agricultural land and existing GID facilities south of

the town of Grenada. There are no recreational resources or opportunities within the
project area. The nearest park, Hoy Park in the city of Weed, is approximately nine miles

southeast of the project area.

Construction and operation of the proposed project would not increase the population in
the project vicinity. Construction workers would not relocate to the project area, and
operation would not require new employees. Therefore, the proposed project would not
introduce new recreational users in the project vicinity, and the project would not
increase use of existing parks or recreational facilities. There would be no impact.

b) The proposed project would not include or require the construction of new recreational

facilities. There would be no impact.
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Transportation

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

17.

a)

b)

<)

d)

TRANSPORTATION — Would the project:

Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy
addressing the circulation system, including transit,
roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?

Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?

Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?

Result in inadequate emergency access?

Discussion

a, b)

[J

0

Construction activities would temporarily increase vehicle trips on area roadways,
including I-5 and Old Highway 99. The number of workers would vary during the
construction period; however, there could be up to 10 workers commuting daily to the
project site during the construction period, resulting in up to 10 daily worker commute
roundtrips for up to 10 months. Haul truck trips would be associated with equipment
delivery prior to and during construction, and demobilization at the end of construction. It
is estimated that approximately 15 haul truck roundtrips would be needed to deliver and
remove materials, including pipeline and heavy equipment, over the entirety of the
construction period. During construction, GID would generally use the existing access
road to the pump station near Shasta River and would seek to also use several lateral
roads on Belcampo Farms currently infrequently used by GID to access the existing ditch
for maintenance. Maintenance trips during operation could number up to 148 yearly.

According to the Siskiyou County Regional Transportation Plan (2016), the average
annual daily traffic for I-5 at the town of Grenada was 15,150 in 2013; the average annual
daily traffic for 1-5 near the town of Edgewood, approximately 10 miles south of the
project site, was 14,450. Traffic counts were not available for Old Highway 99, however,
the addition 10 daily worker commute roundtrips, 15 total haul truck roundtrips, and 148
yearly maintenance roundtrips, would be minimal on either roadway over the course of
the 10-month construction period and annual maintenance period.

Siskiyou Transit and General Express (STAGE) is the County’s public transit service
provider. Busses run Monday through Friday from 6 a.m. to 9 p.m., except on County
holidays. STAGE offers 6 different routes that serve the entire County; the closest stop to
the project site is located in Grenada, just west of the Grenada Gardens Senior Living
facility at 424 County Highway A12. There are no bicycle or pedestrian facilities in the
project area (Siskiyou County 2016).
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d)

The proposed project would not result in alterations to existing public roadways and the
circulation network would not be affected. Project operation would not result in any
change in land uses, and therefore would not alter the compatibility of uses served by the
public roadway network. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with a
program plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit,
roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities and there would be less than significant.

The proposed project would not design or construction any new roadways. During
construction, GID would generally use the existing access road to the pump station near
Shasta River and would seek to also stabilize and use several lateral roads on Belcampo
Farms. There would be no sharp curves or dangerous intersections along local roadways
used for the project that would increase traffic safety hazards. Therefore, no impact
would occur.

As described in the Project Description and above under Item a), construction-related
traffic would be spread over the duration of the construction schedule and therefore,
would be minimal on a daily basis. Temporary construction staging (see Figure 2) would
not block or interfere with emergency response vehicles. Construction of the proposed
project would not result in short-term or long-term impacts to emergency access.

Operation of the new pipeline would not result in the reconfiguration of existing roads or
the construction of new roads. All existing emergency access ingress and egress points
would remain unchanged, and adequate emergency access would be maintained
subsequent to the completion of project construction. Therefore, the proposed project
would have no impact on emergency access.

References
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Tribal Cultural Resources

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

18. Tribal Cultural Resources —

a)

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change
in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined
in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a
site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope
of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural
value to a California Native American tribe, and that is:

i)

i)

Listed or eligible for listing in the California ] ] ]
Register of Historical Resources, or in a local

register of historical resources as defined in Public
Resources. Code Section 5020.1(k), or

A resource determined by the lead agency, in its ] ] ]
discretion and supported by substantial evidence,

to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in

subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section

5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in

subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section

5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the

significance of the resource to a California Native

American tribe.

Discussion

a.i, a.ii) A request was made of the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) for a search

of the Sacred Lands Inventory File and a current list of Native Americans who might
have knowledge of cultural resources in the project area. The NAHC responded on
August 2, 2018 with negative results of the Sacred Lands Inventory File search and a
suggested list of Native American individuals to contact. The Quartz Valley Indian
Community, the Shasta Nation, the Shasta Indian Nation, the Winnemem Wintu Tribe,
and the Klamath Tribe were contacted on August 3, 2019. No responses had been
received by November 2019. No Native American archaeological, ethnographic, or other
tribal artifacts were identified during the cultural resources field survey (Rich 2019). No
tribal cultural resources, as defined in PRC Section 21074, have been identified in the
project area. Therefore, the proposed project is not anticipated to impact any tribal
cultural resources.

However, because the proposed project would involve ground-disturbing activities that
may extend into undisturbed soil, it is possible that such actions could unearth, expose, or
disturb subsurface archaeological resources not previously discovered or recorded. If
previously unrecorded archaeological deposits are present in the project area, and if they
are found to qualify as tribal cultural resources, pursuant to PRC Section 21074, any
impacts to the resource resulting from the proposed project would be potentially
significant. Such potentially significant impacts would be reduced to a less than
significant with mitigation incorporated by implementing Mitigation Measure CUL-1.
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Utilities and Service Systems

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

19.

a)

b)

<)

d)

e)

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS —
Would the project:

Require or result in the relocation or construction of
new or expanded water, wastewater treatment or
storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or
telecommunications facilities, the construction or
relocation of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
project and reasonably foreseeable future
development during normal, dry and multiple dry
years?

Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment
provider which serves or may serve the project that it
has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected
demand in addition to the provider’s existing
commitments?

Generate solid waste in excess of State or local
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of
solid waste reduction goals?

Comply with federal, state, and local management
and reduction statutes and regulations related to solid
waste?

Discussion

a)

]

O

[

No electric, natural gas, telecommunications, or wastewater facilities are proposed. The
proposed project is a water conservation undertaking that would reconfigure an existing
water conveyance system (an irrigation ditch) into a 3.2-mile pipeline. The proposed
project is expected to reduce water losses and increase efficiency of water use, while
decreasing the amount of surface water from the Shasta River. The proposed project
would not result in increased water conveyance capacity or use for GID. Direct impacts
from the project’s construction (associated with trenching) to install the proposed
pipeline are described in Air Quality, Noise, Hazards, and Biological Resources sections.

Prior to final design, the proposed project would be required to register an underground
service alert to notify utilities of potential corridor conflicts, consistent with California
regulations (DigAlert, 2018). The contractor assigned to construction would be required
to verify site locations for existing buried utilities such as private irrigation pipelines,
water, sewer, power lines, telephone, or fiber optic cables. Potential use conflicts would
be resolved through minor design modifications prior to construction. As no expanded
systems or capacity increases are proposed as part of the project, impacts would be
temporary, limited to the construction phase. Operation of the proposed project would
result in decreased use of surface water, which is a beneficial impact. Overall, impacts

would be less than significant.
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b)

c,de)

The proposed project would result in increased efficiency as existing conveyance leakage
and losses would be corrected by the project’s implementation. The proposed project
would not require any increase in allocations for water resources or otherwise increase
demand for water service. As described in the Project Description, operation of the
proposed project would result in a decrease in annual diversion of water from the Shasta
River conserving approximately 1,100 acre-feet annually. There would be no impact.

The proposed project would not include or require any wastewater treatment facilities.
No increases in demand for wastewater treatment would occur with the proposed
project’s implementation. The proposed project is not anticipated to result in the
generation of any solid waste, as excavated soils would be backfilled and regraded on
site. Thus, the proposed project would comply with the state of California’s goals related
to the diversion and reduction of solid waste. There would be no impact.

References

Dig Alert, 2018 California State Law. Contact 811 Before You Dig.
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Wildfire
Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
20. WILDFIRE — If located in or near state responsibility
areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard
severity zones, would the project:
a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response ] ] ]
plan or emergency evacuation plan?
b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, ] ] ]
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project
occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire
or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?
¢) Require the installation or maintenance of associated ] ] ]

infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency
water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or
ongoing impacts to the environment?

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, ] ] ]
including downslope or downstream flooding or
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope
instability, or drainage changes?

Discussion

a) The Project would be located within the Shasta Valley Planning Region, as stated within
the Siskiyou County Community Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP). The main purpose of
the CWPP is to provide guidance that enhances protection of human life and to help the
County of Siskiyou become more adaptable to wildfire, while reducing the wildfire threat
to community values such as structures, critical infrastructure, businesses, and natural and
historic resources. The central portion of the Shasta Valley Planning Region is
predominantly covered by either grass/shrub land or agricultural landscape. Elevation
ranges from 1,950 feet along the Klamath River to 14,177 at the top of Mount Shasta
(Siskiyou County, 2019). Although the Shasta Valley planning region contains a range of
elevations, however, the majority of the region, including the Project, would be
predominantly flat agricultural land, ranging from 2,000 feet to 3,000 feet. The majority
of residents are located within the cities of Yreka, Weed, and Montague (Siskiyou
County, 2019).

As designated by the California Department of Forestry and Fire (CAL FIRE),
approximately 1.5 miles of the Project would be located within a State Responsibility
Areal® (SRA) and are designated as a Moderate Fire Hazard Severity Zone (FHSZ)
(CAL FIRE, 2007).

According to the CWPP, the Siskiyou County’s Sheriff Department is the responsible
party to authorize implementation of an evacuation order, if a fire were to occur. During a
wildfire emergency, the Sheriff Department’s decision to evacuate an area would be

10 sRAsare recognized by the Board of Forestry and Fire Protection as areas where CAL FIRE is the primary
emergency response agency responsible for fire suppression and prevention.

Grenada Irrigation District Pipeline Project 3-62 ESA /D191303
I1S//Notice of Intent to Adopt an MND February 2021



Environmental Checklist

conducted in coordination with the appropriate local, state, and federal fire protection
agencies and Incident Commander. The County of Siskiyou also contains designated
locations marked as “evacuation shelter sites” (i.e. public facilities, fairgrounds, schools,
and/or parks) which are made available to communities affected during the emergency
evacuation (Siskiyou County, 2019). The Project would not interfere with any public
evacuation shelter sites and would have no impact on police or fire services further from
existing (see Public Services section, above).

However, Project construction would be conducted across Highway 1-5 and Old Highway
99, which would be one of the two main evacuation routes if a fire were to occur. Project
construction that would occur across 1-5 would be temporary and would be constructed
using a jack and bore, or trenchless crossing. Traffic would be temporary and minimal,
therefore, the impact would be less than significant.

b) As stated above, approximately 1.5 miles of the proposed project would be constructed in
a SRA as a moderate FHSZ. In addition to the fire frequency of Siskiyou County,
seasonal high winds, and grass/shrub vegetation surrounding the proposed pipeline
alignment, the potential for a fire to occur in an area surrounding the proposed project is
fairly likely. If a fire were to occur during construction, the impact could be significant.
In order to ensure that wildland fire impacts during construction are reduced to less than
significant, implementation of Mitigation Measure FIRE-1 would be required.
Mitigation Measure FIRE-1 would include standard construction fire safety protocol,
including reduction of potential sources of ignition and emergency suppression equipment.

Mitigation Measure FIRE-1: Fire Safety. GID and/or its contractors shall abide by all
fire safety measures discussed below during construction, operation, and maintenance.

e All construction vehicles shall have fire suppression equipment

e Construction personnel shall park vehicles within roads, road shoulders, graveled
areas, and/ or cleared areas (i.e., away from dry vegetation) wherever such surfaces
are present at the construction site.

e Construction workers shall receive training on the proper use of fire-fighting
equipment and procedures to be followed in the event of a fire.

« No smoking shall be permitted at the construction site and/or near construction
vehicles.

» Before use of construction equipment that has the potential to produce a spark (e.g.,
welding), GID and/or its contractors would water the surrounding area prior to work.

Operation and maintenance of the proposed project would not expose residences and
occupants to increased risks associated with wildfire. Following construction, the proposed
project would be located underground and would not directly exacerbate wildfire risk.
However, routine maintenance would result in vehicle use, which could have the potential
to produce a spark. Mitigation Measure FIRE-1 would be implemented during maintenance
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to ensure fire safety. Implementation of MM FIRE-1 would ensure impacts would be less
than significant with mitigation incorporated regarding wildfire risk.

C) The proposed project would not require the installation or maintenance of any new roads,
fuel breaks, emergency water sources, or power lines. As discussed in Question b, above,
construction and post-construction maintenance of the underground pipeline would
require the use of motorized vehicles on existing access roads surrounding the proposed
project. This would provide an additional form of ignition and could result in a spark in
an area with moderate fire hazard severity. However, during routine observation and
maintenance, GID would coordinate with Belcampo Farms to implement a weed control
program to limit growth of weeds equal to pre-construction conditions. GID would
conduct a long term effort to control noxious weeds along the existing access roads and
pipeline alignment, which would reduce the amount of vegetation and fuel, if a spark
were to occur. Implementation of weed control in combination with Mitigation Measure
FIRE-1, the impact would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation
incorporated during installation and maintenance of the proposed project.

d) The proposed project is primarily located on open grazing land with minimal to no
structures or people within a mile buffer of the proposed pipeline. Approximately five
residences are located directly west of Old Hwy 99 and surrounded by predominantly flat
agricultural land with no downslope or risk of downstream flooding. Therefore, the
proposed project would not significantly expose people or structures to significant risks,
including downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire
slope instability, or drainage changes. There would be no impact.

References

California Department of Forestry and Fire (CAL FIRE), 2007. Fire Hazard Severity Zones in
SRA. Adopted by CAL FIRE on November 7, 2007. Available: osfm.fire.ca.gov/divisions/
wildfire-prevention-planning-engineering/wildland-hazards-building-codes/fire-hazard-
severity-zones-maps/. Accessed November 18, 2019.

Siskiyou County, 2019. Community Wildfire Protection Plan Siskiyou County. May 21, 2019.
Available: firesafesiskiyou.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/CWPP_SiskiyouCounty-
ApprovedFINAL_05.21.2019.pdf. Accessed November 18, 2019.
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Mandatory Findings of Significance

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
19. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE —
a) Does the project have the potential to substantially ] ] ]
degrade the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a
fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community, substantially reduce the number or restrict
the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or
eliminate important examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory?
b) Does the project have impacts that are individually ] ] ]
limited, but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in connection
with the effects of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects)?
c) Does the project have environmental effects which will ] ] ]
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly?

Discussion

a) The proposed project would be temporary in nature and involve construction activities to
install the proposed pipeline and associated infrastructure. The proposed project would
not: substantially degrade the quality of the environment; substantially reduce the habitat
of a fish or wildlife species; cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels; threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community; reduce or restrict the
range of rare or endangered plants or animals; or, eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history or prehistory. As discussed in the analyses provided in
this Initial Study, adherence to federal, State, and local regulations, and proposed
mitigation measures AQ-1 through AQ-3, BIO-1 through BIO-4, CUL-1, and FIRE-1
would reduce all potentially significant impacts to biological, cultural, and tribal cultural
resources, as well as to other issue areas analyzed, to less-than-significant levels with
mitigation incorporated.

b) As noted throughout this document, the potential impacts of the proposed project are
largely restricted to temporary and short-term construction-related impacts and are site-
specific. As noted above, all of the potential direct and indirect impacts of the proposed
project were determined to be fully avoided or reduced to less than significant with
incorporation of mitigation measures AQ-1 through AQ-3, BIO-1 through BIO-4,
CUL-1, and FIRE-1. As a result, the potential impacts of the proposed project are not
considered cumulatively considerable, and impacts would be less than significant with
mitigation incorporated.

C) The potential impacts of the proposed project are temporary, short-term, and site-specific.
These impacts are all localized to the proposed project area and include limited adverse
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effects on air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, greenhouse gas emissions,
and water quality/soils. However, the proposed project would not include any activities or
uses that may cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or
indirectly, or on the physical environment. The proposed project has been designed to
meet the engineering standards for underground pipeline projects and would incorporate
adherence to local codes and regulations as conditions of project approval. Compliance
with applicable local, State, and federal standards, as well as incorporation of project
mitigation measures, would result in less-than-significant impacts with mitigation
incorporated.
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